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Dedication 


To Annabel. 



Annabel and Jamie, our eldest, at his Christening. 
'Thank you for the days. 

Those endless days, those sacred days you gave me. 
I'm thinking of the days, 

I won't forget a single day believe me. 

I bless the light, 

I bless the light that shines on you believe me. 

And though you're gone 

You're with me every single day believe me.' 

Days, The Kinks (extract). 
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Romance of Alexander, Bodleian Library MS. Bodl. 264 (1338-1344), folio/page: lOlv (detail), 
https://digital.bodleian.ox.ac.Uk/inquire/p/2b32087a-4c41-4f42-807e-c70e0fbfdde3, a lord 

or knight kneeling to a lady to receive a tournament helm with a swan crest before 
proceeding to the joust. 

'Like a knight in some old-fashioned book 
I have saved all my ribbons for thee.' 

Bird on the Wire, Leonard Cohen (extract). 
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Water Serpents (detail), Gustav Klimt. 

'Let the winds of dawn that blow 
Softly round your dreaming head 
Such a day of welcome show 
Eye and knocking heart may bless. 
Find our mortal world enough; 

Noons of dryness find you fed 
By the involuntary powers, 

Nights of insult let you pass 
Watched by every human love.' 

Lullaby, W H Auden (last verse). 
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Preface 


'If Elizabeth had triumphed in life, Mary would triumph in death. Far from disappearing into 
oblivion as Cecil had intended , she rose from the ashes to become one of the most celebrated 
and beguiling rulers in the whole of British history. In choosing the phoenix as her last 
emblem, she had written her own epitaph: 'In my end is my beginning." - Guy, John; The Life 
of Mary, Queen of Scots; Fourth Estate; London; 2004; p. 515. 

But what was the beginning which Mary foresaw in her own death? It was certainly more 
than just her own posthumous reputation, since such a thing was never important to her. So 
if Mary was the phoenix consumed in the flames, who was the phoenix who rose from the 
ashes? Being a re-birth, there must be something which died with Mary, some quality or 
attribute of hers, which was reborn 'out of the ashes'. The obvious answer is that the 
attribute was her blood royal and, through that blood royal, her right to the throne as the 
lawful Roman Catholic heir of the Tudors. The phoenix reborn who resurrected that right 
could only be a physical person, because only a person carries the blood royal and the right 
to the throne derived from it. 

Who was that person, that phoenix reborn of the blood royal, and who is her heir today? 
This book answers that question. 

It is time for the phoenix to rise again after more than 400 years, as real flesh and blood and 
as the heir of Mary, Queen of Scots, who was the most faithful, bravest and most beautiful 
queen in British history, triply a Queen (of France, Scotland and England), and her husband 
and lover, the greatest literary figure in the history of the world, 'William Shakespeare' 
(Thomas Salusbury), and as the living monument to the true and constant love between 
them; a tragic love unparalleled even in that greatest of tragic love stories - 'Romeo and 
Juliet'. A love celebrated in the most mysterious poem and the most mysterious painting in 
the world, both of which have baffled the experts for over 400 years - until now that is. 

'My dove, my undefiled is but one; she is the only one of her mother, she is the choice one of 
her that bare her. The daughters saw her, and blessed her; yea, the queens and the 
concubines, and they praised her. Who is she that looketh forth as the morning, fair as the 
moon, clear as the sun, and terrible as an army [arrayed] with banners?' 

KJV, Song of Solomon, 6:9-10. 

'Nothing but bonfires: the oracle is fulfilled: the king's daughter is found: such a deal of 
wonder is broken out within this hour that ballad-makers cannot be able to express it.' 

The Winter's Tale, Act V, Scene ii. 

'Unum quidem sed leone.' ('It is indeed but one, but by a lion.') 

A motto found in the apartment of Mary, Queen of Scots, after her execution. 
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Foreword 


If you read the autobiographical introduction it is likely to cause severe cognitive dissonance; 
that is, it will challenge your core beliefs to such an extent that your mind will simply refuse 
to accept the evidence. So dissonance occurs where undeniable fact clashes with 
unshakeable belief. I went through this process, but, no matter how upsetting it became, I 
had no option but to go where the facts led me. I just had to adjust to those new facts (new 
to me that is). What drove me on was (1) the knowledge that I would lose my self-respect if I 
did not face up to the truth, and (2) the certainty that if I did not understand the world I 
would, in effect, be abdicating my responsibilities and leaving it to others, including my 
children, to sort the whole mess out. You cannot solve a problem you do not understand 
and, if you try to sort it out on the basis of your erroneous understanding, you are likely to 
make it a whole lot worse. On one level, making the adjustment is quite a simple process, 
and liberating in a way once you have let go of the old certainties. The disadvantage is that 
you will find yourself pretty much alone, and probably not just alone but an outcast as well, 
because you will find yourself surrounded by people who not only do not understand but 
who do not want to understand. What you have discovered is something that other people 
will not only refuse to believe but refuse to even discuss, and they are likely to react in a 
hostile, even violent, manner if you try to discuss it. It is more than likely that you will react 
this way to what I have written, but that is your choice and I can't do anything about it. You 
are free to live in ignorance if you want to, but you know you are deceiving yourself. This 
part is a sort of gatekeeper to the second part. I'll leave you to work out the how and why. 

Moving on to the book proper, it is likely to cause severe cognitive dissonance as well, but 
on a more limited front. After all, Shakespeare is the most important cultural icon that 
English-speaking people have, so it is very difficult to accept anything which fundamentally 
challenges our view of him. I mean, how would you react if I told you that Shakespeare was 
German? Most Stratfordians (people who believe that the man from Stratford-upon-Avon 
wrote the works of Shakespeare) will not even read this book. The same probably applies to 
Oxfordians (those who believe that Edward de Vere, 17 th Earl of Oxford, wrote the works of 
Shakespeare) and Baconians (those who believe that Sir Francis Bacon wrote the works of 
Shakespeare), who are, generally speaking, as wedded ('glued' might be a better word) to 
their candidate as Stratfordians are. But the truth is the truth and what you or I believe 
makes no difference whatsoever to that truth. Knowing the truth about Shakespeare the 
man opens up a wonderful understanding of his works; a discovery of the intensely personal 
factors which led him to write what he did in the way he did. For instance, his poem. The 
Phoenix and the Turtle, ceases to be just an airy-fairy metaphysical exercise and becomes a 
poem about a tragic and deadly love affair between the poet and 'his queen' (literally a 
queen). The one simply does not compare on any level with the other. They are the same 
words, but on a different planet in terms of meaning. Shakespeare becomes someone you 
understand and empathize with as a person, rather than a lofty genius on an artistic 
pedestal. Of course, many people already accept the existence of these intensely personal 
factors in the sonnets, but to a much lesser (almost non-existent) degree in the poems and 
plays. If you do not know the truth then you are cut off from this wonderful world and you 
are the loser, but the book gives you an opportunity to open the door to that world. I hope 
you take that opportunity - for your sake, not mine. My part is over. Take the cup of the 
sparkling wine, drink and be merry. Secret laughter will tickle all your soul. 
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About the author ("Who is that guy ?") 1 


Introduction 



Graham Senior-Milne. A rebel without a clue. A controversialist. 2 A layabout by profession, 
with a side-line in dilettantism. A rather old photo of me in my favourite place (next to a 
bottle of wine). I am also listening intelligently to someone else's opinion, which is a rather 
rare, if not unique, occurrence. The speaker is not a bunch of daffodils, but a lady behind a 
bunch of daffodils. Unlike some people I could name, I do not talk to plants (a dandelion 
gave me a very dirty look once but I declined to dignify it with a response). Of course, I am 
now much more handsome than that - or perhaps 'distinguished' is a better word - or 
another word beginning with'd', like 'decrepit'. Taken at a lovely old manor house in Sussex, 
the name of which I can't recall. Ah! Got it! Possingworth Manor (That's another friend 
gone.) 

Well, what about me? The less said the better probably, but, then again, it is always nice to 
know something about the person who wrote the book one is reading - so here goes. You 
can always skip this bit. Think of it as two books for the price of one; a sort of literary BOGOF 


1 With apologies to Butch Cassidy and the Sundance Kid ('Who are those guys?'). 

2 Controversialist - 'A person who likes to disagree with other people and say things that 
make people angry or think about a subject' 

( https://dictionarv.cambridge.org/us/dictionary/english/controversialist ). In modern 
parlance, a wind-up merchant. Actually, I don't like disagreeing with other people; it's just 
that I am always right and they are always wrong. So, I am not really disagreeing with 
people, just educating them. They should be grateful, but never are for some strange reason. 
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('Buy One Get One Free'). After all, if I want to write a whole load of muck which no-one will 
ever read, what skin is it off your nose? 

I have written what follows in as natural a way as I can; that is, not for any particular 
audience or trying to push a particular viewpoint. Since my natural instinct is to make a joke 
out of everything, I have indulged my urge to play the fool and tell funny stories, although 
you may disagree with that description. There's a reason why I am not a world-famous 
stand-up comedian. However, the tone gets less jokey as I progress and I think you will find it 
hard to believe or, perhaps, agree with some of the things I say in the later parts. My hope is 
that, by then, you will have realized that I am not (just) a sad git with a chip on his shoulder, 
that I am a truthful person ('Honest, guv!'), that I try not to open my mouth until I at least 
think I know what I am talking about and that, when I do, I can construct a reasonably 
coherent argument by applying logic to the facts. So I hope that by the time you get to read 
the book proper, you will at least be prepared to consider what I say. I might have the 
opposite effect of course. There are three sections in this part as follows: 

1. My family background and personal life. 

2. Details of various legal proceedings I have been involved in. 

3. Certain aspects of my family history research. 

Parts 2 and 3 probably sound rather boring but I think you will find otherwise. For instance, 
do you have a flying nun in your family? I mean, a real one? And how many families have 
been described in a recent award-winning novel (The Lady in Blue by Javier Sierra) as 
'hereditary angels of the lineage of Jesus'? But don't worry, I haven't sprouted wings - much 
to my disappointment. I would encourage you to read the sections in order and not jump to 
those bits you think look most interesting - if any. Let's go. 

I was born at the Radcliffe Infirmary in Oxford on 29 th September 1955 (The Feast of St. 
Michael and All Angels, which is good because I need all the angelic help I can get). My birth 
lowered the average IQ in that great city of learning by a significant margin. 



The author at an early age, in northern Nigeria I think - plotting trouble, probably to steal his 
sister's teddy bear. 
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The Milne family 



Denys Gordon Milne CBE (1926-2000). Denys Gordon Milne in 1942 when Head 

Boy of Epsom College. 


My father, Denys Gordon Milne CBE (1926-2000), came from a family (a dynasty in fact) of 
Scottish doctors, 3 five members of which worked with the children's charity, Barnardo's, 4 for 
almost 100 years (1880 to 1972), providing over 120 years of service in that period. The last 
of these. Nurse (later Matron-in-Chief) Mary Milne OBE (1892-1972), was appointed Vice- 
President of Barnardo's on her retirement in 1969. My father's grandfather. Dr. Robert Milne 
(1849-1922), worked with Dr. Barnardo himself, and is estimated to have treated some 
50,000 orphan children in his 39 years of service with the charity (1880-1919). 5 My father's 


3 The association started with Dr. Robert Milne (1849-1922) who was Chief Medical Officer 
from 1880 to 1919, a period of 39 years, and continued with three of his children. Dr. James 
Milne (1878-1950), Medical Officer from 1904 to 1944, a period of 40 years. Surgeon Rear- 
Admiral Robert Milne (1881-1949), Honorary Consultant Surgeon to Barnardo's, Nurse Mary 
Milne OBE (1892-1972), a Member of the Council from 1952 to 1969 and Vice-President 
from 1969, and one of his grandchildren. Dr. [Robert] Ian Milne (1916-1969), son of the 
younger Robert, a Member of the Council from 1959, Deputy Chairman from 1962 and later 
Chairman of the Council. 

4 https://www.barnardos.org.uk . 

5 'The monument to the Milne family [is] to be found in the hearts and lives of countless 
Barnardo children' (Night and Day, Autumn 1951). See also Rose, June; For the Sake of the 
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family were originally farmers in Aberdeenshire, Scotland. I visited an old family farm near 
Peterculter once. I looked at the bleak, treeless landscape and the miles of drystone walls 
and thought 'My God , it must hove taken 200 years to clear those rocks from the land.' An 
easy life it wasn't. They moved to rather more comfortable homes later and the 2003 sale of 
Mains of Kebbaty, Midmar, home of my great-great-grandfather, James Milne (1809-1875), 
was reported in the national press in an article titled "Lording it up; Grampian country house 
offers a chance to escape to your very own little world" (Daily Record, 10/6/2003) and, in 
2017, "Picture perfect Georgian home in Inverurie" (The Press and Journal, 7/3/2017), which 
says 'Mains of Kebbaty looks like something out of a fairy tale, tucked away down a private 
track with roses growing around the door.' Actually, it's not grand at all, though it is 
picturesque. 

According to Black's Surnames of Scotland the Milne surname was first recorded as 'de 
Molendino' (the Latinized form, meaning 'of the mill') in a charter of 1382, when two 
members of the Milne family (Hugh and John Milne) were excommunicated by the Bishop of 
Aberdeen for refusing to pay their rent (tithes). * * 6 This established a pattern which the family 
has followed faithfully ever since; that is, adopting a position (digging in) and then refusing 
to budge an inch. So, the question the Milnes always ask is: 'Will you give in now - or later?' 
The Milne family is a sept (subset) of the Gordon clan, whose motto is 'Bydand', which 
means 'Remaining', or, in modern parlance: 'Get lost! We ain't going nowhere, buster.' 

The Milne tartan is a headache inducing pattern of red and white, but it is much favoured by 
young ladies for Highland Dancing competitions, as shown below. This is probably because it 
is vaguely pink in overall effect. Mind you, I would advise against telling a Milne that you like 
his pink kilt, and I would certainly leave out the 'Ooooh! Ducky!' jokes. I am not sure whether 
it is intended to frighten people ('Good God! It's the Milnes! Run for your lives!') or just make 
us easy to see (to avoid or capture - probably both); Highland equivalent of a convict's 
orange jumpsuit. 

Interestingly, Princess Diana was descended from a Milne family of Aberdeenshire 7 (I believe 
that all Aberdeenshire Milnes are related - Aberdeenshire is a Milne hotspot, or infestation, 
depending upon your viewpoint), which means that Princes William and Harry have more 
Milne blood than blood of the Royal House of Stuart. Whether they think this is socially 
desirable or something they would like to be generally known is another matter altogether. 
This probably explains Prince Harry's propensity for outrageous misbehaviour in his bachelor 
days. Other Aberdeenshire Milne descendants include Christopher Milne, the 'Christopher 


Children: Inside Dr Barnardo’s: 120 Years of Caring for Children; Hodder & Stoughton; 

London; 1987. 

6 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Adam de Tyninghame . 

7 See the ancestor chart for Princess Diana's grandmother, Ruth Sylvia Gill (1908-1993), 
Baroness Fermoy at https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ruth Roche, Baroness Fermoy, which 
shows her great-great-grandmother, Helen Milne (1776-1842), daughter of Alexander Milne 
of Fyvie, Aberdeenshire. 
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Robin' of the 'Winnie-the-Pooh' stories, Judy Garland of Wizard of Oz fame, whose mother, 
Ethel Garland, nee Milne, was an Aberdeenshire Milne and Robin Grinnell-Milne (1925- 
2012), later Robin Ian Evelyn Milne Stuart, le Comte de la Lanne-Mirrlees, a friend of Ian 
Fleming, the author of the James Bond novels, who was, in large part, the model for the 
character of James Bond ('007'). 8 'The name's Milne , James Milne. I'll have a martini - 
shaken, not stirred.' 



The Milne tartan. 



Young girl in Milne tartan. 


8 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Robin de La Lanne-Mirrlees . 
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My great-grandfather. Dr. Robert Milne (1849-1922), Chief Medical Officer for Barnardo's 
(1880-1919), attending patients in Her Majesty's Hospital for Sick Children, Stepney (opened 
1888). I would guess that this photo was taken in the early 1890s. 



2nd Lt. (later Lt.) George Gordon Milne (alias Leonard Henry Dardier - he enlisted under a 
false name), 58th Battalion, Australian Imperial Force, sitting bottom-left. A photograph of 
officers representing British Imperial Forces at the Bastille Day Parade in Paris in July 1916. 
He was obviously in someone's good books at that time. The walking sticks were good for 
warding off machine gun bullets, as per the famous dialogue in the last episode of 
Blackadder Goes Forth. Captain Blackadder, as they leave their dugout to line up in the 
trenches just before the final attack: 'Don't forget your stick, Lieutenant.' Lieutenant George: 
'Ah no, sir. Wouldn't want to face a machine gun without this.' 
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My father's father, George Gordon Milne (1894-1942), was the black sheep of the family. He 
was born at 34 Mornington Road, Bow, London and was therefore a Cockney, being born 
within the sound of Bow Bells; the bells of St. Mary-le-Bow, which are almost 6 miles away. A 
Scottish Cockney. Can anyone do that accent? What he did must have been terrible (at least 
by the standards of those days) because I have never been told what it was. Maiden aunts, 
visited for tea, were tight-lipped and looked on me with pitying eyes (I didn't care, I was 
eyeing the cakes). I suspect he seduced a housemaid or something like that (even quite 
ordinary families had servants in those days). He was certainly something of a 'ladies' man', 
which is not to be confused with a 'lady-man'. He trained as a doctor at London University 
(Faculty of Medicine (Part I (Distinction) 1913, Part II (Testament of Merit) 1922), but ran 
away to Australia before World War I (I don't know why - presumably the housemaid 
incident or whatever it was). He joined the Australian Imperial Force (AIF) in Melbourne in 
May 1915, under a false name (Leonard Henry Dardier), 9 and served in France in 1916 and 
1917, where he took part as a platoon commander (Lieutenant), and was wounded, in the 
Attack at Fromelles in July 1916, 10 the worst military disaster in Australian history, with 
probably the highest casualty rate (in terms of the number of casualties per hour) in a single 
division in any army in the entire war (over 5000 men in a few hours). * 11 The two attacking 
companies of his battalion (58 th Battalion AIF 12 ) were 'practically annihilated ' 13 and received 
almost no medals because, it is opined, there were virtually no survivors left who could act 
as witnesses. 14 He was wounded again in January 1917 (bullet through the shoulder) and 


9 https://discoveringanzacs.naa.gov.au/browse/records/128528 . Leonard Henry Dardier was 
a real person. He and my grandfather had been volunteer medics with the British Red Cross 
in Bulgaria during the Balkan War of 1912-1913. The real Dardier became a 2 nd Lieutenant in 
the Royal Field artillery and was killed in action in France in October 1915. 

10 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Battle of Fromelles 

11 ’Few more gallant episodes than this dashing, hopeless assault exist in the annals of any 
army in the world.' - Ellis MC, Capt. A D; The Story of the Fifth Australian Division, being an 
authoritative account of the division's doings in Egypt, France and Belgium; Nabu Public 
Domain Reprints (originally Hodder & Stoughton, London); p. 101, describing the assault by 
two companies of the 58th Battalion on 19 July 1916 at Fromelles. 

12 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/58th Battalion (Australia) . 

13 'The two companies of the 58th which made the attack were practically annihilated .' - 
Official History of Australia in the War of 1914-1918; 12th Ed.; 1941; Vol 3; p. 394. 

Essentially, they were ordered to charge across hundreds of metres of open ground to attack 
a massive concrete bunker which was bristling with machine guns and surrounded with 
barbed wire defences tens of metres wide. It was absolutely suicidal. 

14 As Robin Corfield wrote in his definitive account of the attack. Don't forget me. Cobber - 
The Battle of Fromelles: 'this [list of medals awarded to the 58th Battalion] is a curiously bare 
list considering what the 58th did and was expected to do'. Of the 59th Battalion he wrote 
'Perhaps like the 58th and 60th this sparse list might have more to do with the lack of 
survivors than lack of bravery. Of the 60th Battalion, which had a 90% casualty rate (killed. 
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subsequently court-martialled twice in three months, which I am pretty sure is a record for 
the British Army (another family first). The first court martial was abandoned but they got 
him the second time round (for being drunk on leave and then absent without leave - both 
false charges, 15 as was the charge in the first court martial). He was cashiered, which is the 
worst possible fate for an officer, and deprived of any right to war medals. For reasons that 
are not entirely clear to me, the powers that be were out to get him - and get him they did. I 
suspect that he came to realize that they would unquestionably get him killed in the end and 
he expressed his opinions about them in no uncertain terms ('honest speaking', otherwise 
known as 'mouthing off, is a Milne trait). After he had been court martialled and the 
sentence confirmed, by the King no less (unlawfully I might add), and then confirmed to him 
on 11/4/1918, he was kept under arrest and put on a ship to Australia three days later on 
14/4/1918, so they clearly wanted him out of the country as quickly as possible. I mean, 
really, really fast. This strikes me as odd because once you have been cashiered you are, by 
definition, no longer a member of the armed forces; you are a civilian (and he was also a 
British subject, not an Australian one). So what right did they have to keep a British civilian 
imprisoned? None at all it seems to me. Did he know something that they didn't want to get 
out? How the brigadier wore frilly pink knickers or something? It is difficult to think of any 
other explanation. 

With regard to the power of the King to confirm the finding and sentence, s.54(l)(b) Army 
Act allowed the King to confirm the finding and sentence of a general court martial, but, in 
Australian Law, the Governor-General is the King; that is, an act of the Governor-General is, 
in law, an act of the King, so when a law says that the King can do something, in an 
Australian context it means the Governor-General on behalf of the King. In other words, all 
the powers of the King (unless reserved) are vested in him and the King cannot exercise 


wounded or captured) in the space of a few minutes, he wrote 'For the most damaged 
battalion there was little comfort in the list of awards.' 

15 The records of the court martial (available on the web) show that the main prosecution 
witness, a doctor, confirmed that my grandfather 'had been drinking', not that he was drunk, 
and that his speech was clear. Amazingly, to prove a charge of drunkenness, you have to 
prove that the accused was drunk, which they didn't do. It's slightly embarrassing when the 
main prosecution witness contradicts the prosecution's case by refusing to use the word 
'drunk' (we can safely assume that if the doctor had been of the opinion that my grandfather 
was drunk, he would have said so in clear terms). Does this refusal by the main prosecution 
witness to confirm that he was drunk lead to a doubt as to whether he was guilty of the 
charge of being drunk? Yes. Is that doubt reasonable, being based on the evidence of the key 
prosecution witness, a doctor? Yes. So, there was, in fact, a reasonable doubt about whether 
he was guilty? Yes. Which means that you are not satisfied beyond reasonable doubt that he 
was guilty? Yes. So you cannot convict, since guilt has to be proved beyond reasonable 
doubt. Case closed. Any objections? Objections overruled. Goodbye. With regard to the 
second charge, the prosecution could not even prove that he had left the camp, merely that 
he was not in his cubicle at certain times. Still, who cares about evidence, standards of proof 
and other such nonsense? 
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those powers himself. There is a general principle in law that once a power has been 
delegated it cannot thereafter be exercised by the delegator, unless revoked. In this context 
see the letter from the Queen's Private Secretary dated 17/11/1975 to Speaker Scholes of 
the Australian Parliament, which states: 'The Australian Constitution firmly places the 
prerogative powers of the Crown in the hands of the Governor-General as the representative 
of The Queen of Australia. The only person competent to commission an Australian Prime 
Minister [and, by extension, to exercise any prerogative or other powers delegated by the 
Crown] is the Governor-General, and The Queen has no part in the decisions which the 
Governor-General must take in accordance with the Constitution.' 
( https://www.aph.gov.au/binaries/house/pubs/practice/3rdpractice/chapterl.pdf, p. 5). 

Think what the confirmation process would have been if George Milne had been court 
martialled in Australia (that is, who would have confirmed the finding and sentence of the 
court martial) and then ask why that process would not also have applied outside Australia, 
say in Egypt or France or the UK. Further, s.175(12) Army Act stated that the Act applied to 
(my emphasis): ' All officers of a force raised in India or a colony by which this Act is, in whole 
or in part, applied by the Law of India or the colony, at such times and subject to such 
adaptations, modifications and exceptions as may be specified in such law .' (e.g. the Defence 
Act 1903, an Australian Act). This makes it clear that the Commonwealth of Australia could 
require sentences to be confirmed by the Governor-General. The Defence Act 1903 applied 
the Army Act to Australian forces, subject to the Defence Act 1903. s.86 Defence Act 1903 
gave the Governor-General the power to confirm the findings and sentence of a court 
martial, overriding equivalent provisions in the Army Act, and s.87 allowed him to delegate 
that power, but, as far as I am aware, that power was never delegated to the King. So, the 
Army Act was subject to the Defence Act 1903 and that latter Act gave the power of 
confirmation to the Governor-General and it was not delegated by him to the King. Ergo, the 
King had no power to confirm. Consider this. If, say, there was a regency, who would the 
word 'King' in the Army Act refer to? The Regent; that is, the person exercising powers in 
place of or on behalf of the King. So, the word 'King' in the Army Act means 'the King or a 
person exercising the powers of the Crown on his behalf'. 

s.54(6) Army Act stated; 'Subject to the provisions of this Act with respect to the finding of 
acquittal, the finding and sentence of a court-martial shall not be valid except in so far as the 
same may be confirmed by an authority authorised to confirm the same.' Note 9 to s.54 
Army Act stated: 'The consequence of this sub-section is that if a finding of conviction is not 
confirmed it is invalid, consequently there is no conviction, and the accused has not been 
convicted by a court-martial for the purpose either of any subsequent trial or any entry in the 
conduct book.' On this basis it appears that my grandfather was never convicted, which 
means that he was never actually cashiered or deprived of his right to war medals. A minor 
point. Even worse, none of the members of the court martial were eligible to be members 
(because they did not hold commissions in His Majesty's Forces as required by the Army Act, 
but in a force raised by a colony; the AIF), so the court was improperly constituted from the 
start - but I won't go into that. 

Fie was a bayonet fighting instructor, which tells you something about his experience. Can 
you teach bayonet fighting if you have no experience of bayonet fighting? I doubt it. I 
suspect that the war brutalised him and that he found it difficult to sustain normal human 
relations after that, even with his own family. It is perhaps difficult to show sympathy for 
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your child's grazed knee when you have seen a man with half his face blown off screaming 
for death. Normal problems (life in general) become trivial and absurd in comparison. On his 
return to Australia in disgrace (they never did discover his true identity), he worked as a 
trimmer (coal shoveller) in the merchant marine; the hardest job in the world, but the only 
one he could get. He eventually returned to London, qualified as a doctor (with distinction) 
and married my grandmother, Margaret Nightingale Campbell (1900-1983), in 1925, a 
secretary in the War Office. They divorced in 1936, having had two children; my father, 
Denys, and his younger brother, Eric, who went on to become a distinguished Professor of 
Radiology in California (University of California Irvine) and a world-renowned radiologist. My 
grandfather died tragically early in 1942 at the age of 48, having returned to Australia 
(Hobart, Tasmania) in 1936. I never knew him. I blame the war, or rather the men who 
started it and those who conducted it. 

As far as my father was concerned, his father had abandoned his mother, his brother and 
himself and they only survived financially with the help of a bachelor uncle in Scotland, a 
brother of my father's mother (Robert ('Uncle Bob') Nightingale Campbell, OBE (1891-1963), 
Controller for Scotland, Ministry of Labour 16 ) and his elder brother, Lt. Col. Sir Alexander 
('Uncle Sandy') Campbell MC (1890-1963). 17 The lack of a loving relationship between my 
father and his father unquestionably affected my father's relationships with his children. 
Receiving no love or support from his father, he worked hard to provide a safe (financially 
secure) environment for his children, but the emotional side was more challenging for him I 
think (because he had not been close to his father). And so the tragedy of war affects 
generation after generation. But this must be a common story and other people had it far 
worse. 


16 A grand-sounding job title. One of his functions during World War II was, in essence, to 
allocate young men either to the armed forces or to civilian work, which basically meant the 
coal mines (less physically demanding jobs were done by women). I have been told that, as 
an ardent socialist, he took great pleasure in sending public school types (that is, people who 
went to private, fee-paying, schools - posh boys) down the mines. A typically vindictive 
socialist thing to do. 

17 Lt. Col. Sir Alexander Campbell MC was stationed in Burma after the war (WW2) where he 
was involved in re-establishing the education system. On one occasion he was invited to a 
formal dinner at the Viceroy's or Governor's official residence. After dinner, the ladies 
retired to the drawing room, as normal, and the men settled down to port and cigars. Some 
of them visited the loo (toilet). Well, they were settling down to their port (and no doubt 
trying to remember funny stories) when the door to the dining room swung open to reveal 
the youngest daughter of the house, aged 4 or thereabouts, who was standing there 
completely naked with a very wet nightie hanging over her arm and a very indignant look on 
her face. She pointed to each of the men sitting at the table in turn and said 'You, or you, or 
you, or you [all the way round the table] - left the seat up and I fell in.' 


24 




How I see my grandfather. George Gordon Milne (left) and Santiago Cabrera (right) as 
Aramis in The Musketeers (BBC 2014). There have been other soldiers, at other times, who 
served under false names and who were noted (and in fact admired) for their whoring, their 
brawling, their drunkenness, their clashes with authority and their insane bravery (and if 
Fromelles was not insane bravery then I do not know what was), including a certain Comte 
de la Fere, a Baron du Vallon de Bracieux de Pierrefonds and an Abbe d'Herblay, better 
known as Athos, Porthos and Aramis or The Three Musketeers. Do we not secretly admire 
the bravado of the AIF, who were notoriously badly disciplined, in a similar way? 'Whoring? 
Drunkenness? A false name? Two courts martial? Escape from arrest? The heroic attack at 
Fromelles? Wounded in action? Twice? Mon cher ami! C'est magnifiquel' This swashbuckling 
attitude was of course prevalent even within the British Army where 'Young officers, at this 
period, were expected, as someone has noted in his war-memoires, to be roistering blades 
over wine and women.’ 18 He certainly lived up to expectations in that sense. He should have 
been awarded a VC but they just kicked him out. Scumbags. 

My father obtained a bursary/scholarship to Epsom College (a public school which offered 
bursaries/scholarships specifically to the children of doctors), where, as he recalled, Greek 
was beaten into him. He eventually became Head Boy (and Chairman of the Board of 
Governors many years later). He joined the Royal Air Force (RAF) towards the end of World 
War II, trained as a pilot/navigator/bomber (PNB), becoming a Pilot Officer, and was briefly 
on active service, being based at Benbecula, an RAF station in the Outer Hebrides used as a 
base for anti-submarine operations. I don't know whether he actually fired a gun or released 
a bomb in anger, as it were, but at least he was not one of those involved in carpet bombing 
German cities like Dresden and Hamburg (one of the greatest crimes of genocide in the 
history of the world). After the war he went to Oxford (Brasenose College 1947-1950) to 
study history, after which he joined the Colonial Service, which he served in from 1951 to 
1955.1 think he imagined himself eventually wearing an immaculate white uniform, with a 
solar topee (pith helmet) with ostrich feathers, sword and so on, and running some far-flung 
corner of the British Empire. Unfortunately, after the war someone rather selfishly abolished 
the British Empire, which rather put the kybosh on my father's imperial ambitions. 


18 Graves, Robert; Goodbye to All That-, Penguin; London; 1971 reprint. 
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Nonetheless, he (as an Assistant District Officer in Northern Nigeria) and my mother did have 
some wonderful, and sometimes crazy, experiences travelling on horseback from village to 
village with a train of bearers carrying their kit on their heads, right up to the very edge of 
the Sahara and Lake Chad. They once stayed in the house where Beau Geste was written - 
'Forward or die, mes enfants!'. Their cook could produce the most exquisite lime meringue 
pie from his travelling oven - an old biscuit tin on sticks - or goat stew or, on a good day, a 
very scrawny chicken. They had an armed guard, which was one man with an ancient 
blunderbuss with a cork stuck in the muzzle with three ostrich feathers in it (one red, one 
white, one blue). I think my father also had a revolver. Once, when asked to bag something 
for dinner, the guard blasted a guinea fowl sitting in a nearby tree. I suspect that there 
wasn't much left of the bird to put in the pot ('Shredded duck, I mean guinea fowl, 
anyone?'). The little huts they stayed in at each village, which were specially reserved for 
their use, had thatched roofs, which were often infested with snakes. These had a nasty 
habit of hanging down from the roof and spitting poison in your eyes (I think these are 
spitting cobras). My father's steward once had a fight to the death with a snake in the 
bathroom of one of these huts (not a room with a plumbed-in bath as we understand it, but 
a room with a tin bath in it, which was carried from village to village on a bearer's head), and 
it wasn't a little snake either, but a five foot monster. These huts usually had a central 
wooden pillar (like a South African rondavel). One night (my parents slept under mosquito 
nets, which animals found very confusing) my mother complained of a loud scratching noise, 
but my father said it was nothing and told her to go back to sleep. When they woke up the 
next morning, they found huge scratch marks on the central pillar. A leopard had come in 
during the night and had sharpened it claws on the pillar. I'll bet my father got a 'I told you 
so' look that morning. A fellow District Officer in that area once stopped an inter-tribal war 
by standing between the opposing groups (pretty much armies I would say), firing a pistol in 
the air and saying a few stern words ('Look here chaps...'). High jinks indeed. Now the area 
has been overrun by Boko Haram and Christians are murdered in their hundreds. I have it on 
good authority that many people there would prefer to be ruled by the British again - but 
they made their choice and must live with it. At the time of Nigerian independence, several 
leading Nigerian politicians (the honest ones), who my parents knew, and who could have 
led the country well, were simply murdered by their corrupt opponents (sometimes by the 
old flying accident trick). Now look at the place. 

In 1955 (the year I was born) my father joined British Petroleum (BP), the international oil 
company, and had a very successful career there, ending up, after stints in West Africa 
(1955-1961 and 1963-1965) and South Africa (1971-1975), as the Managing Director and 
Chief Executive of BP Oil (the UK arm of BP) and chairman/director/board member/trustee 
of a whole string of other companies, charities and organisations, including Business in the 
Community, which is headed by the Prince of Wales. He was particularly proud of his 
involvement with the Horder Centre for Arthritis of Crowborough, Sussex, which he helped 
to build up from its early days. He retired from BP in 1980 and was appointed CBE in 1982. 
My parents bought a house in Crowborough, East Sussex, in 1966 and that was the family 
home until my father died in 2000. It was a large, comfortable house with a large garden. It 
was on the edge of Ashdown Forest (Pooh Bear country), which I spent many days happily 
exploring as a young boy (me and my plastic machine gun). I could walk all day and not meet 
a soul. 
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Westbury - My parent's home from 1966 (when I was 11) to 2000 (when I was 45) in Old 
Lane, St, John's, Crowborough, East Sussex. The house has a central hall with a balustrade all 
the way round the first floor. The flat area near the camera is the croquet lawn (scene of 
much sneakiness, ball-kicking and downright cheating - by other people, not me). The man in 
the group is my father. On his right is Mary Milne McRae, my father's half-sister. I am not 
sure who the other two ladies are. 

My father loved gardening (he thought of himself as a gardener rather than a businessman), 
history, playing with programmable calculators, old or sporty cars, crumpets for tea in front 
of a blazing fire and the doings of his London livery company; the Tallow Chandlers. We 
called him 'Mr. Toad' and he had, at various times, a Triumph Stag, a Lotus Elite, a Bristol 
411 (the most beautiful car in the world), a Porsche 911 Targa, a Maserati Biturbo and an 
open 1930s Lagonda, with great big shiny headlights, running boards and so on, which was 
borrowed for numerous friends' weddings with my father acting as chauffeur, but without 
the peaked cap, jodhpurs and leather boots unfortunately (that is, a Parker from 
Thunderbirds outfit). After his retirement in 1981 he bought a 38ft yacht (a Trintella 38) and 
sailed extensively in the Mediterranean (mainly Greece and Croatia) with my mother and 
relays of friends. Happy days and lashings of calamari, taramasalata and so on. 19 


19 See his obituary in The Times, 2/3/2000 ( http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/denys.htm ). 
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My father's Lagonda next to his Porsche 911 in the drive at Westbury. His Maserati Biturbo 
had a sticker in the rear window saying 'My other car is a Porsche' - which it was. Now you 
know where I get my idiotic sense of humour from. 



My parents (Denys Gordon Milne and Pamela Mary Milne) outside Buckingham Palace when 
my father was awarded the CBE in 1982. 
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My father's yacht. Soporific, in Kouloura Bay, Corfu, in the mid-1980s. My father had a habit 
(completely unintentional) of running aground as he entered any new harbour/anchorage. It 
was a good way of meeting the locals, who came to drag you off in their speedboats, and 
often led to quite a party. They would often do something idiotic like tie a line to the main 
halyard and then try and pull the yacht over from the top of the mast. 



A Trintella 38 saloon. They were beautifully built Dutch yachts, sleeping six or seven (2 in the 
forward cabin, 2 or 3 in the saloon and 2 in the aft cabin). This is the view looking from the 
cockpit hatch forward towards the door into the forward cabin with the navigation station 
on the left (the candle is on the chart table) and the galley on the right. 
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Soporific in Greece somewhere I guess. Some guests about to set off on a trip. 



Soporific from the masthead. The leopard skin design must be the trousers of the 
photographer. Radar dome in the centre. 
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The Senior Family (The Princes of the Captivity) 



My mother, Pamela Mary Milne, nee Senior. Taken in the late 1940s I guess. 



My grandfather, Oliver Nassau Senior (1901-1992). Taken in the 1920s. 

My mother, Pamela Mary Milne (b. 1928), is an accomplished artist (mainly watercolours of 
flowers and landscapes). She, her sister, Anne, and her mother spent the war in Jamaica and 
then Boston, staying with relatives; the Williams family of Jamaica (they had had an estate 
there for several hundred years) and the Hughes family of Boston, descended in the female 
line from the Forbes family of Boston, 20 railway magnates and one of the wealthiest families 


20 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Forbes family, referred to as 'the legendary Forbes dynasty' 
( https://www.bostonmagazine.com/news/2016/Q4/24/most-powerful-people-boston- 

families/2/ ). Their fortune was founded on the opium trade, so I guess they were drug 
dealers in effect. 
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in the USA. In Boston, she went to Milton Academy and I think was there at the same time as 
Robert 'Bobbie' Kennedy (1925-1968). They sailed home in a convoy before the end of the 
war and five ships in the convoy were sunk by submarines. The family's pre-war house in 
Thame, near Oxford, had been taken over by the army during the war and was absolutely 
ruined. They had to leave. 

After the war my mother trained as an occupational therapist at a children's hospital in 
Birmingham. 21 Her parents lived in Oxford, where her father, Oliver Nassau Senior (1901- 
1992), a chartered surveyor, was Assistant Bursar at St. John's College, having worked during 
the war for the government as a War Department Land Agent siting anti-aircraft guns (he 
had been very ill at the beginning of the war so had not been called up for active service). 

The Senior family were originally Sephardic (Spanish) Jews, 22 who spread from Spain to 
Portugal, then to Holland and Germany and then to Britain, the West Indies and so on. The 
family initially converted to Christianity in 1492 when the Jews were expelled from Spain, 
when it changed its name to Coronel. Many converted back to Judaism and changed their 
names back to Senior or Senior-Coronel once they had reached a safe country like Holland; 
safe from the Inquisition that is. Our branch then converted to Christianity a second time in 
the early 1700s when my ancestor, Moses Aaron Senior (d. 1736), came to England. The 
progenitor of the family, Don Abraham Senior of Castile (d. 1493), was the richest and most 
powerful Jew in Spain (and therefore the world) at the time of the expulsion of the Jews 
from Spain in 1492. In 1487 he was acknowledged as (described in an official letter as) 
'Exilarch' (Prince of the Captivity 23 ) or ruler of the Jews in exile, 24 the last person in history to 


21 One of the most touching stories relating to my mother's time at the children's hospital, 
and the one that means the most to her, concerns a little three year-old girl with Crohn's 
disease. She was very glum and incommunicative so my mother was asked to try and do 
something with her. One of my mother's duties was to take a little portable record player 
round the wards and play music to help patients with their movement exercises. She tried 
this on the little girl. Her response was to twirl all the way up the centre of the ward and 
back again in an ecstasy of delight. The spell had been broken. The matron burst into tears. 

22 'Sefarad' is the original Jewish name for Spain. 

23 Sir lain Moncreiffe of that Ilk (1919-1985), Albany Herald of Arms (Court of the Lord Lyon), 
writing in Books & Bookmen, February-March 1976, wrote (my emphasis): 'What’s already 
known is that the Jews in exile in Asia were ruled under the Persian and later the Arab 
empires by ’Princes of the Captivity’ called ’Exiiarchs’, with a genealogy claiming descent by 
at least the second century from the Royal House of David, probably with justification 
because it was based on their acceptance . ' (Quoted in Montgomery-Massingberd, Hugh; 
Lord of the Dance-, London; 1986; p. 155). 

24 Beinart, Professor Haim; The Expulsion of the Jews from Spain; Littman Library; 2002; p. 
420, where Don Abraham Senior is referred to as 'the Exilarch who is over us' in a letter of 
1487 from the Jews of Castile to the Jews of Rome and Lombardy. 
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be so acknowledged, I believe. 25 When he was baptised in 1492, King Ferdinand, whose 
name he took as Fernan (Ferdinand) Perez Coronel, became his godfather. Fie financed 
Christopher Columbus, amongst other things (I want the money back, plus 500 years 
compound interest). His son, Pedro Fernandez Coronel, accompanied Columbus on his 
second voyage in 1493 and was appointed Lord High Constable of the Indies; that is, the 
whole of North and South America excluding the eastern portion of Brazil as per the Treaty 
of Tordesillas of 1494. It has been stated that Don Abraham Senior leased 'most of Castile', 26 
which would be an area considerably larger than the whole of England. But our branch of the 
family were not savvy investors. My grandfather, Oliver Senior, invested in a 'Welsh gold 
mine' (which was not Welsh, not a mine and, whatever it was, had no gold), and his father, 
Walter Nassau Senior, bought a large quantity of Imperial Russian Government Bonds just 
before the Bolshevik Revolution of 1917. I think we did get some money back eventually - in 
the 1990s I think it was. Yeah, but what about all the missed skiing and yachting holidays in 
the meantime, I'd like to know? An heiress of the Senior family married Louis Francois de 
Montmorency (d. 1736), Prince de Montmorency, Comte de Logny, Vicomte de Roulers, 
Premier Baron Chretien (Premier Christian Baron of France), and they have numerous 
descendants amongst the high European aristocracy, including the Princes de Croy-Roeulx, 
the Princes de Ligne de La Tremoille and Prince Charles Louis of Orleans (b. 1972), Due de 
Chartres and 6 th in line to the throne of France (Orleanist branch). 


25 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Exilarch . The Exilarchs, called 'The Princes of the Captivity', 
were the rulers of the Jews in exile ('Exilarch' - Ruler of the exile) of the House of David and 
thus de jure Kings of Judah. 'Captivity' refers to the Babylonian Captivity starting in 597 BC, 
when the Exilarchate started. See also https://peerage.org/genealogy/exilarch.htm . 

26 Walsh, William Thomas; Isabella, the "Catholic Queen" and the Jews; R. M. McBride New 
York 1931 Ch. 25. 
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The Palace of Correio-Mor, Loures, nr. Lisbon, Portugal. Built by the da Mata Coronel (later 
da Mata de Sousa Coutinho) family. Counts and Marquises of Penafiel, direct male-line 
descendants of a branch of the Senior/Coronel family which stayed in Portugal and remained 
Roman Catholic. It was a common practice in Portugal at that time to adopt the surname of 
an heiress; the da Mata family were the owners of the estate on which the palace was built, 
the de Sousa family were an illegitimate branch of the royal family (so they bore the royal 
arms of Portugal) and the Coutinho family were Counts of Marialva and hereditary Marshals 
of Portugal. Heiresses of these families married into the Senior/Coronel family, which 
became da Mata Coronel and then da Mata de Sousa Coutinho. The palace includes an 
enormous riding school in the wing on the right. 

My mother's mother, Dorothy Senior, nee Gardner-Smith (1904-1987), was the secretary to 
Rudyard Kipling, author of The Jungle Book, at Bateman's, Burwash, Sussex, 27 when my 
mother's father, Oliver Senior, farmed nearby (The Bough Farm, Burwash). The farm was a 
present from his parents in 1925 (he wanted to join the Royal Navy but they wouldn't let 
him). Essentially, he was an amateur or gentleman farmer (he was far too gentle and trusting 
to run a business of any sort), and the only story I have of him from that period is about the 
occasion when he kicked a pig, which had upset its slop bucket, and broke his toe. It was a 
large and very greedy sow which could throw a five-barred gate over her shoulder to get to 
the acorns in the woods. She put her snout between the bars and heaved upwards. My 
grandparents met when she went to buy a puppy which he had advertised in the local paper; 
she arrived in the Kipling's huge, chauffeur-driven. Rolls Royce (still going strong and sold at 
auction not that long ago). My mother is Mrs. (Carrie) Kipling's god-daughter. 

In Oxford they lived almost next to J. R. R. Tolkien in Northmoor Road (No. 24) and, on one 
occasion, Freya Stark, the famous explorer, 28 on her way to visit Tolkien and desperate for a 
wee, asked to use their lavatory. There's a claim to fame if ever there was one. 

It was at Oxford that my mother met my father. She ignored all the glamorous suitors who 
were chasing her (fighter pilots, racing car drivers etc.), in favour of the poor but sincere boy 
from Scotland. She knew the glint of true metal when she saw it, even if she had to, in effect, 
order him to propose to her. Initially my father was too shy even to hold hands, which made 


27 Now owned by the National Trust ( https://www.nationaltrust.org.uk/batemans) . 

28 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Freya Stark . 
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my mother storm off and swear never to see him again. When my mother was in 
Birmingham, my father used to hitch-hike from Oxford to Birmingham to see her because he 
could not afford the rail fare. When my parents became engaged, my father was inspected 
by a rich London great aunt of my mother's (Dorothy Hammersley, widow of a banker who 
had been killed in a car accident), who had a chauffeur-driven Rolls Royce. Aunt Dorothy 
asked my mother whether my father was a 'man about town' ("No") and whether he 
cleaned the bath ("I've no idea Aunt Dorothy."); a trick question if ever there was one. They 
took Aunt Dorothy out to dinner at a restaurant, going by taxi, but found, having paid the bill 
for the meal, that they could not afford the taxi home. They, and Aunt Dorothy, had to walk - 
quite a long way. I am not sure what Aunt Dorothy made of my father. I guess she gazed at 
him in wonder, like the Conquistador Cortez when he first saw the Pacific. ’There felt I like 
some watcher of the skies, when a new planet swims into his ken; or like stout Cortez when 
with eagle eyes, he stared at the Pacific - and all his men loo’d at each other with a wild 
surmise.' (Keats, John; On First Looking into Chapman's Homer). My parents were married at 
St. Andrew's Church, Linton Road, Oxford on 5/7/1951. 



Hornby Castle, Bedale, Yorkshire, of which only the main front remains today. Seat of the 
Dukes of Leeds until 1930. My grandfather, Oliver Senior, was first cousin to Sir D'Arcy 
Osborne (1884-1964), 12 th and last Duke of Leeds, who was involved in a plot with Pope Pius 
XII in 1940 to assassinate Hitler. D'Arcy Osborne was a close friend of the Queen Mother (her 
brother, Patrick Bowes-Lyon, 15th Earl of Strathmore and Kinghorne, married a daughter of 
the 10 th Duke of Leeds). She rescued him financially after the war (WW2). 
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My grandfather's aunt, Margaret Osborne (1861-1903), nee Hammersley, Princess of the 
Holy Roman Empire. She married Sidney Francis Godolphin Osborne (1835-1903), son of Rev. 
Lord Sydney Godolphin Osborne (1808-1889), son of Francis Godolphin Osborne (1777- 
1850), 1 st Baron Godolphin, son of Francis Godolphin Osborne (1750-1799), 5 th Duke of 
Leeds. His father, Thomas Osborne (1713-1789), 4 th Duke of Leeds, married Lady Mary 
Godolphin (1705-1764), daughter of Francis Godolphin (1678-1766), 2 nd Earl Godolphin, and 
Henrietta Churchill (1681-1733), Duchess of Marlborough in her own right as daughter and 
heir of her father, John Churchill (1650-1722), 1 st Duke of Marlborough, who had no 
surviving male issue. The Dukedom of Marlborough passed to the Spencer family, who took 
the name Spencer-Churchill. The title passed to Charles Spencer, the son of Henrietta's 
younger sister, Anne, presumably because if the title had passed through Lady Mary 
Godolphin, the dukedoms of Leeds and Marlborough would have ended up in a single family. 

Burke's Peerage (1864) says of the 8 th Duke of Leeds: 'His Grace inherits the Princedom of the 
[Holy Roman] Empire as a descendant of John Churchill, the 1 st and great Duke of 
Marlborough, on whom "omnesque suos liberos, haeredes, posterns, ac descendentes 
legitimos masculos etfaeminas, utriusque sexus," the dignity was conferred by patent, 14 
Nov. 1705. 'This patent conferred the title of Prince or Princess of the Holy Roman Empire an 
all John Churchill's legitimate posterity, heirs or descendants, male or female, which of 
course included Sidney Francis Godolphin Osborne (1835-1903), as shown above. It follows 
that my grandfather's aunt, Margaret Osborne (1861-1903), nee Hammersley, became a 
Princess of the Holy Roman Empire as his wife when they were married on 13/1/1883. 
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'Aunt Dorothy' by Ronald Gray (1868-1951). She was Mabel Elizabeth Hammersley, nee 
Lilford, my grandfather's aunt, and her husband, Hugh Hammersley (1858-1930), a banker 
whose family owned Cox's & King's, bankers to the British army. She was his second wife and 
he was her senior by 30 years. This was painted at their holiday home, Eden House, Eden 
Road, Totland, Isle of Wight, now a retirement home. I would guess that Hugh Hammersley 
inherited this house from his mother, Dulcibella Eden (d. 1903), my grandfather's 
grandmother, a cousin of Sir Anthony Eden (1897-1977), Earl of Avon and Prime Minister 
1955-57. From where Aunt Dorothy is sitting there is a lovely view across the Solent over 
Hurst Castle towards Lymington. There is a portrait of her in 1913, aged 25, by Philip Wilson 
Steer, in the Government Art Collection. Through the Eden family my grandfather was a 
cousin of Lt.-Col. Thomas Edward Lawrence (1888-1935), known as 'Lawrence of Arabia'. 
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'Mrs. Hugh Hommersley' (nee Mary Frances Grant, 1863-1911), my grandfather's aunt, 
painted in 1892 by John Singer Sargent. This painting is in the Metropolitan Museum of Art, 
New York. This was the painting that established Sargent as a society portraitist. He had 
been thought too risque before, as a result of his portrait of 'Madame X'. Her uncle. General 
Sir George Wentworth Alexander Higginson (1826-1927), 'the father of the Brigade of 
Guards', was a close friend of the royal family, who regularly visited his home in Marlow. 
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'Violet Hammersley'. Mrs. Arthur Hammersley (Violet Mary Williams-Freeman 1877-1962), 
my grandfather's aunt, painted in 1907 by Philip Wilson Steer (1860-1942), oil on canvas 
214.0 x 153.7cm, Art Gallery of New South Wales, Sydney, Australia. Until 1853 (her 
grandfather's time) the Williams-Freeman family lived at Fawley Court, Henley-on-Thames, 
built for William Freeman in 1684 by Sir Christopher Wren, which was the inspiration for 
Toad Hall in Kenneth Grahame's The Wind in the Willows. 'Many of the locations in the book 
were inspired by the local landscape: the River Thames, of course, the 'Wild Wood' at Quarry 
Wood in Bisham and 'Toad Hall' at Fawley Court, just across the river from Remenham.' See 
http://www.berkshirehistory.com/bios/kgrahame.html . There is a chapter about her in 


39 




Diana Mosley's (nee Mitford - she was the daughter of David Bertram Ogilvy Freeman- 
Mitford, 2nd Baron Redesdale) book Loved Ones (Sidgwick & Jackson, 1985). Here are some 
quotes about her: 

'My parents had many friends and relations to stay; Mrs. Hammersley was our favourite.' 

'She was one of those rare persons who are equally good as hostess and guest; she was well 
worth the trouble she caused. Her luncheons and dinners were highly enjoyable...' 

'Once when I was lunching with her at Tite Street [No. 31 - formerly the studio of John Singer 
Sargent] Mrs. Hammersley began inveighing against the wretches who borrow one's books 
and fail to return them. A fellow guest, Logan Pearsall Smith, got up from the table and 
opened a glass-fronted bookcase. He took out three volumes at random, and each had 
somebody else's name on the fly leaf. She was unabashed.' 

'Working on a book, Nancy [Mitford, author of Love in a cold climate] went to stay with her 
at Wilmington [Totland Bay, Isle of Wight]; rationing was still at its most stringent. Nancy 
wrote to me: "The Widow [Violet Hammersley] performs the dance of the seven veils for the 
butcher, but he never gives us anything." We had just killed a bull calf on the farm, and I 
wrote asking whether I should post a few pounds of veal. A telegram handed in at Totland 
Bay arrived; it contained the one word 'Yes'. Mrs. Ham was famous for her short telegrams.’ 

'Hers was the charm of sharp intelligence, wonderful elegance, and a real and deep interest 
in every aspect of the lives of her friends. This interest she lavished upon small children, who 
loved her accordingly as she loved them.' 



Fawley Court, Fawley, Buckinghamshire, from the Thames. The original Toad Hall, described 
in The Wind in the Willows as 'a handsome, dignified old house of mellowed red brick, with 
well-kept lawns reaching down to the water's edge'. 
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The 8 th Duchess of Marlborough, Lilian ('Lily') Spencer-Churchill, nee Price, (1854-1909), 
Winston Churchill's aunt by marriage, was a Hammersley by her marriage to her first 
husband, Louis Hammersley of New York, and thus a cousin of my grandfather, though a 
fairly distant one. The 8th Duke, George Charles Spencer-Churchill (1844-1892), was the 
brother of Lord Randolph Spencer-Churchill (1849-1895), father of Winston Churchill (1874- 
1965). Her first husband, Louis Hammersley, left her an annual income of US$150,000 per 
year (over US$3.6 million today), a mere widow's pension which hardly dented the main 
estate, founded on ownership of a large chunk of 5 th Avenue (New York), which was used to 
renovate Blenheim Palace, the seat of the Dukes of Marlborough, which had fallen into 
disrepair. It appears that her money was used, initially at least, to repair the roof. In essence, 
it seems that Hammersley money saved Blenheim Palace. On the 8 th Duke's death in 1892, 
the dukedom passed to his son by his first marriage, Charles Richard John Spencer-Churchill, 
9 th Duke of Marlborough (1871-1934), who also married an American heiress, Consuelo 
Vanderbilt (1877-1964). Consuelo deserted her husband in 1906 and his second wife, Gladys 
Deacon, kept a revolver in her bedroom to prevent her husband from entering. In the 
photograph, she is wearing three Prince of Wales feathers, so presumably the photograph 
was taken just before she was presented at Court. When a certain friend of my mother (a 
Russell) was presented at Court, the side button on her French knickers came loose as she 
was curtseying to the throne. When she stood up and backed away her knickers were left on 
the carpet. An officer of the Guards stepped forward and picked them up (with his sword I 
hope). 
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Norman Court, West Tytherley, Hampshire. Now a school. Home of William Baring (1819- 
1906), of the Baring banking family, and his wife, Elizabeth Baring (1825-1897), nee 
Hammersley, my grandfather's great-aunt (his grandfather's sister), parents of Rosa 
Frederica Baring (1854-1927), first cousin of my grandfather's mother, Mabel Barbara 
Hammersley (1864-1943). 

Rosa Baring, 'almost the leading elegante of society' in the 1890s, married, secondly in 1885, 
Colonel George William Adolphus FitzGeorge (1843-1907), the eldest of the three sons of 
Prince George, 2 nd Duke of Cambridge (1819-1904) and his mistress, Sarah Fairbrother 
(1816-1890). George FitzGeorge was a first cousin to Queen Mary, wife of King George V, 
since her mother. Princess Mary of Cambridge (1833-1897), was the 2 nd Duke's sister, and so 
Rosa Baring was a first cousin by marriage of the King and Queen. 


King George III (1760-1820) 

= Princess Charlotte of Mecklenberg-Strelitz (1744-1818) 

I 

Prince Adolphus. 1st Duke of Cambridge (1774-1850) 

= Princess Augusta of Hesse-Kassel (1797-1889) 


/ \ 

Prince George, 2nd Duke of Cambridge (1819-1904) Princess Mary of Cambridge (1833-1897) 

= Sarah Louisa Fairbrother (1816-1890) = Francis, 1st Duke of Teck (1837-1900) 


George FitzGeorge (1843-19071 

= Rosa Baring (1854-1927) 


Princess Mary of Teck (1867-19531 

= King George V (1865-1936) 


Mabel Iris FitzGeorge (1886-1976) King George VI (1895-1952) 

= (1) Robert Balfour (1869-1942) = Lady Elizabeth Bowes-Lyon (1900-2002) 

= (2) Prince Vladimir Galitzine (1884-1954) 


George FitzGeorge did not succeed to the Dukedom of Cambridge because he was deemed 
to be illegitimate, being born before his parents' marriage in 1847, and, in any event, that 
marriage was deemed to be void as contrary to the Royal Marriages Act 1772. In fact, not 
only did the Royal Marriages Act 1772 not apply, because the 2 nd Duke was descended from 
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a British princess who married into a foreign family (one of the exclusions in the Act), 

Princess Mary (1723-1772), daughter of George II. This principle is confirmed by a letter 
dated 22/8/1919 concerning the marriage of Lady Helena Cambridge from G.G. Whiskard 
Esq. of the Home Office to Lord Stamfordham, the King's Private Secretary, at Balmoral 
Castle (National Archives B 17152/9). George FitzGeorge was also the legitimate child of his 
parents because a marriage would be presumed in law on the basis of co-habitation at their 
house at 6 Queen Street, London. Charles Kingston, in his Famous morganatic marriages 
(London; Stanley Paul; 1919; p. 151) states: 'The modest house in Queen Street was, 
however, his regular abode, and it was there that he passed the greater part of his life, and it 
was there that his three sons were born. 1 In any event, there is evidence that George's 
parents married in 1843 or before, not 1847, because Sarah Fairbrother wrote in her diary in 
1844 of her 'dear husband' and Prince George sailed for Corfu in 1843, while Sarah was 
pregnant with George, and did not return to England until 1845, which can only mean that 
they were married before George's birth. Further, if they did not marry or delayed marrying, 
that would only have been because they were told that their marriage would be void under 
the Act. Should they or their children suffer because they were misled as to the law? 

Co-habitation is prima facie evidence of a valid marriage and the presumption may prevail 
even though evidence is offered of the invalidity of a ceremony actually gone through by the 
parties. See A-M v A-M [2001] 2 FLR 6 where it was said at 34: 'The rule is well established 
that the law will wherever possible presume a lawful basis for long cohabitation between 
man and woman in the capacity of husband and wife. The rule is conveniently put in Rayden 
and Jackson's Law and Practice in Divorce and Family Matters (Butterworths, 17th edn, 1997) 
at 4.11 thus: 'Where a man and woman have cohabited for such a length of time and in such 
circumstances as to have acquired the reputation of being man and wife, a lawful marriage 
between them will be presumed, though there may be no positive evidence of any marriage 
having taken place, particularly where the relevant facts have occurred outside the 
jurisdiction; and this presumption can be rebutted only by strong and weighty evidence to the 
contrary.' See also JH (Zimbabwe) v Secretary of State for the Home Department [2008] 
EWCA Civ 109 at 11 and MA v JA [2012] EWHC 2219 (Fam). 

More relevant is the case of Chief Adjudication Officer v Bath [1999] EWCA Civ 3008 where 
the words of the Social Security Commissioner were quoted at 13: 

"'It should be remarked that if a person is able to have a marriage presumed where there has 
been no ceremony at all (paragraph 992), it would hardly be equitable that a person who has 
gone through a bona fide ceremony thought to be a marriage (and entered into long 
cohabitation on the strength of it) should be in a worse position. The legal position must in 
my view be this. First one asks whether or not a particular ceremony can be presumed to be 
have been a valid marriage. If it is decided that it cannot be so presumed, then one treats the 
case thereafter as if there has been no ceremony at all and looks at the remainder of the 
facts to see whether there can be presumption from cohabitation without ceremony. If there 
has been a long 'monogamous' cohabitation with nothing to cast any doubt on the facts of 
the situation (i.e. the strong and weighty evidence to the contrary to which Flalsbury refers), 
then the fact that there may have been an invalid ceremony in the first place does not in my 
view prevent there being a presumption of marriage from the facts themselves." (paragraph 
17).' 
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Marriage will be presumed from when the parties are first 'able to enter into the [marriage] 
contract' (Chief Adjudication Officer v Bath [1999] EWCA Civ 3008 at 22). 

Sarah Fairbrother was known as 'Mrs. FitzGeorge', which can only refer to her relationship 
with the Duke; that is, a husband and wife relationship which involved living together, having 
several children and being publicly known and referred to as the Duke's wife. An Australian 
newspaper. The Queenslander, reported the death of 'Mrs. FitzGeorge, wife of the Duke of 
Cambridge' on 22/3/1890, which shows that she was known internationally as the Duke's 
wife. The article notes that Queen Victoria sent a message of condolence, which she would 
not have done for a mere mistress. So the Queen herself acknowledged the marriage. 

Giles St. Aubyn, in his biography of Prince George, The Royal George (Butler & Tanner; 
London; 1963), wrote (p. 274) (my emphasis): 'Finally, a week after the funeral, he went 'to 
Queen Street to take affectionate leave of the dear old house, including the room in which 
she died, where I have spent so many happy years of my life with my beloved wife . It 
overwhelmed me with grief and sorrow.' St. Aubyn then wrote (p. 275) (my emphasis): 'The 
Duke, who never forget anniversaries, lived over again the miseries of Louisa's death in 
January 1891. 'My thoughts,' he wrote, 'were entirely absorbed with the sad recollection of 
last year, for this was the year my beloved Wife Louisa passed away from amongst us. Oh! 
how I deplore her loss, to me so great and irreparable. No words can express the intense 
sorrow that oppresses and depresses my heart.' Not only did he unequivocally consider her 
to be his wife, but, contrary to what is sometimes claimed, he clearly loved her very deeply. 
She was, after all, described as 'the most lovely woman of her time 1 (Boase, Frederic; Modern 
English Biography; 1965; Vol. V; p. 302). It follows that George FitzGeorge was the legitimate 
eldest son of the 2 nd Duke of Cambridge and therefore succeeded to the Dukedom on his 
father's death in 1904. His wife, Rosa Baring, my grandfather's first cousin once removed (his 
mother's first cousin), became a royal duchess, the Duchess of Cambridge, at that time. But 
there's more. Boy, is there more. 



6 Queen Street, London. Now offices. 
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C CLU1I1 3IK3E . 



Sarah ('Louisa') Fairbrother (1816-1890). 'The most lovely woman of her time 1 (Boase, 
Frederic; Modern English Biography; 1965; Vol. V; p. 302). 

A. N. Wilson, in his acclaimed and authoritative book. The Victorians (W. W. Norton & Co. 
Inc.; New York;2003; p. 25), strongly argues that Queen Victoria was illegitimate. This 
argument is based partly on evidence of an affair between Queen Victoria's mother, the 
Duchess of Kent, and her private secretary and comptroller. Sir John Conroy (1786-1854), 
some of which evidence came from Victoria herself, who caught them in a compromising 
situation, and partly on account of the high (70%) probability that the blood condition 
haemophilia, which Queen Victoria passed to her descendants, was inherited by her but is 
unknown amongst the ancestors of the Duke and Duchess of Kent. It is argued that there is a 
30% probability that the condition was spontaneous, but this necessarily means that there is 
70% probability that it was not spontaneous (that is, that it was inherited). A court of law, 
which applies the civil standard of proof of 'the balance of probabilities' (more than 50% 
probability), would clearly have to go with the 70% probability of the condition being 
inherited, in the absence of any weighty evidence on the opposite side - of which there is 
none (general repute and an assertion of paternity by the father is not sufficient). 
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In addition, the Duchess of Kent's pregnancy was evidently a complete surprise to the Duke. 
In his Royal Dukes (Penguin; 2000; p. 198) Roger Fulford writes that the Duke of Kent, 
following his marriage to Princess Victoria of Saxe-Coburg-Saalfeld in 1818: 'borrowed 
£10,000 and ordered a small army of English artisans to be sent out to Amorbach [in Bavaria] 
to transform the castle into a place fit for a Prince of England. The workmen had just begun 
to pull down and build up, to enlarge and embellish, when the Duchess announced that she 
was pregnant. The Duke had no money, but he was determined to return to England. At 
about the same time it was announced that the Duchesses of Clarence and Cambridge would 
await their lyings-in in Hanover, but although two Kings of England, George I and George II, 
had been born in Hanover, the Duke made up his mind that nothing but London would do for 
his child. 'The Duke clearly started work on the castle with the intention and expectation of 
living there with his wife but this can only have been because he was not intending or 
expecting his wife to have a child at that time. If he had been intending and expecting to 
have a child then he would not have started such significant work on the castle, given his 
reaction to the announcement of the pregnancy. The Duke of Kent had no children by his 
mistress of the 28 years preceding his marriage in 1818, Madame Alphonsine-Therese- 
Bernardine-Julie de Montgenet de Saint-Laurent (one assumes that they had a physical 
relationship in that period). No wonder Victoria's birth was a surprise. 

Even the Duke of Wellington concluded that there had been an affair between the Duchess 
of Kent and Sir John Conroy and he was the very last person who would have accepted such 
an assertion without persuasive evidence. 

So there we are. Victoria was born to a woman who, it appears, was not faithful to her 
husband, her birth was completely unexpected by the purported father and she passed what 
was very probably an inherited condition to her descendants which she did not inherit from 
her mother or purported father. Here's a question. What does one add one equal? 

s.26 Family Law Reform Act 1969 states: 'Any presumption of law as to the legitimacy or 
illegitimacy of any person may in any civil proceedings be rebutted by evidence which shows 
that it is more probable than not that that person is illegitimate or legitimate, as the case 
may be, and it shall not be necessary to prove that fact beyond reasonable doubt in order to 
rebut the presumption.' This means, according to Lord Reid in S v S, W v Official Solicitor (or 
W) [1972] AC 24 at 41, that even weak evidence 'must prevail' if there is no other evidence 
to counterbalance it and, in the light of the subsequent House of Lords decision in Re H 
(Minors) (Sexual Abuse: Standard of proof) [1996] AC 563, this would seem to be the current 
position. 

Under the old Common Law rules which applied before the passing of the Family Law 
Reform Act 1969, the presumption of paternity could only be rebutted by evidence which 
proved the matter beyond reasonable doubt; that is, in effect, beyond 90% certainty, which 
is the criminal standard of proof. A child born in wedlock was therefore presumed to be the 
legal issue of the wife by the husband even if unfaithfulness on her part could be proved, 
unless non-access of the husband to the wife could be established beyond reasonable doubt, 
either as a matter of fact (such as where he was abroad at the time) or, failing that, as a 
matter of moral certainty (such as where there was a repugnance on the part of the wife for 
the husband) and subject to the rules of evidence then applying. 
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Essentially, it had to be proved beyond reasonable doubt that it was not possible for the 
husband to be the father of the child. But the situation has changed. In H & A (Children), Re 
[2002] EWCA Civ 383 it was said at 30 (my emphasis): 'The judge made it plain that in the 
absence of scientific evidence then the issue was to be decided on the application of 'a very 
important, well established principle .... that is, the presumption of the legitimacy of children 
born during the currency of the marriage'. He went on to refer to the case ofSerio vSerio 
[1983] FLR 756. Twenty years on I question the relevance of the presumption or the 
justification for its application. In the nineteenth century, when science had nothing to offer 
and illegitimacy was a social stigma as well as a depriver of rights, the presumption was a 
necessary tool, the use of which required no justification. That common law presumption, 
only rebuttable by proof beyond reasonable doubt, was modified by section 26 of the Family 
Law Reform Act 1969 by enabling the presumption to be rebutted on the balance of 
probabilities. But as science has hastened on and as more and more children are born out of 
marriage it seems to me that the paternity of any child is to be established by science and not 
by legal presumption or inference . 'This means that, say, evidence that the Duke of Kent 
went around saying took at my beautiful daughter Victoria!’ would carry little or no weight 
because we can only infer from such evidence that Victoria was his daughter. Today, if the 
matter were to come before a court, resolution of the issue would require scientific 
evidence, such as evidence of an inherited condition like haemophilia amongst descendants 
but not amongst ancestors, and the standard of proof would be the balance of probabilities 
(more than 50% probability). 

So what scientific evidence do we have? On the one side, we have a scientifically established 
70% probability that the medical condition was inherited, combined with an absence of any 
evidence of the condition in the ancestors of the purported parents, while, on the other 
side, we have no scientific evidence at all (and, according to the Court of Appeal, we are not 
allowed to rely on presumption or inference). In such circumstances, the verdict of the court 
is obvious and, more importantly, unavoidable ('must prevail 1 , note 'must', as per the binding 
judgment in S v S, W v Official Solicitor (or W) [1972] AC 24 at 41 quoted above). Queen 
Victoria was illegitimate. No other verdict is possible from applying the law, as outlined 
above, to the facts. 


George III 

of the United Kingdom 
1738-1820 


George IV 
(the Prince Regent) 
1762- 1830 


Charlotte Augusta 
1796- 1817 


Frederick William IV Edward Augustus Ernest Augustus 
Duke of York (Duke of Clarence) Duke of Kent Duke of Cumberland 
1763-1827 1765- 1837 1767-1820 1771 -1851 


no issue 


Victoria 

b May 24,1819 


Charlotte Elizabeth 

b & d March 21, 1819 1820-1821 


Augustus Frederick 
Duke of Sussex 
1773- 1843 

no legitimate issue 


George 

b. May 27, 1819 


Twin boys 

b & d. April 23, 1822 


Adolphus 

Duke of Cambridge 
1774-1850 


George 

b. March 26,1819 
(and others) 


Order of succession to the throne (left to right). 
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Given that the next heir. Prince Ernest Augustus, Duke of Cumberland (1771-1851), and his 
heirs, were debarred from succeeding to the throne as a result of his clearly treasonous 
conduct in the Cumberland Plot ('Orange Lodge Affair 1 ) of 1835/6, in which, as Justin 
McCarthy states in England under Gladstone (Chatto & Windus, London, 1885, p. 277), he 
plotted to prevent Victoria from acceding to the throne and to seize the throne himself. 
Prince Augustus Frederick, Duke of Sussex (1773-1843), succeeded (actually succeeded) to 
the throne on the death of William IV in 1837 and Prince Adolphus, 1 st Duke of Cambridge 
(1774-1850), succeeded (actually succeeded) to the throne on the death without legitimate 
issue of the Duke of Sussex in 1843. The 2 nd Duke of Cambridge succeeded (actually 
succeeded) to the throne on the 1 st Duke's death in 1850 and the 2 nd Duke's son, George 
FitzGeorge, actually 3 rd Duke of Cambridge, as shown above, succeeded (actually succeeded) 
to the throne on the 2 nd Duke's death in 1904. Rosa Baring became (actually became) Queen 
of England at that time. The crown descends via their children. Queen Rosa. Who would 
have thought it? See also the New Zealand Tablet, Vol. XXIX, Issue 5, 31/1/1901, which fully 
explains the plot of 1835/6. 

A relevant point is that the Act of Settlement 1701 settled the crown on the Electress Sophia 
of Hanover and the heirs of her body, necessarily being the heirs of her body according to 
law (her lawful heirs), in accordance with the 'presumption of legality'. It follows that if a 
person is not the next lawful heir of the Electress Sophia, then he or she cannot succeed to 
the throne and that any such purported succession is void in law; that is, in law it never 
happened. Now, according to Halsbury's Laws of England (Butterworth, London, 1909, Vol. 
VI, p. 363), under s.30 Interpretation Act 1889, the King (or Queen) is whoever is King (or 
Queen) for the time being, 'whether he be an usurper or not', s.30 has now been replaced by 
s.10 Interpretation Act 1978, which states: 'In any Act a reference to the Sovereign reigning 
at the time of the passing of the Act is to be construed, unless the contrary intention appears, 
as a reference to the Sovereign for the time being.' This effectively overrides the Act of 
Settlement 1701 since it says (following Halsbury) that the lawful King or Queen is the 
person who happens to be occupying the throne at that point in time, regardless of whether 
or not he or she is the next lawful heir of the Electress Sophia. However, the Act of 
Settlement 1701 is a constitutional Act and therefore can only be expressly repealed, as 
opposed to impliedly repealed by a later Act which contradicts it (Thoburn v. Sunderland City 
Council [2002] EWHC 195 (Admin) at 60-64). It follows that the Interpretation Act 1978 is of 
no effect in this regard and cannot legitimize an otherwise illegitimate occupier of the 
throne. For it to do so would require express repeal of the Act of Settlement 1701. It follows 
that if Queen Victoria was not the legitimate issue of her father, the Duke of Kent, then 
neither she nor any of her successors could or can legitimately succeed to the throne, unless 
he or she is the next lawful heir by some other line of descent, and that any such purported 
succession is void in law; that is, in law it never happened. 

Note also that if the 1 st Duke of Cambridge was the rightful heir to the throne, as described 
above, the only way that Queen Victoria's branch of the family could acquire any form of 
legitimacy was by marriage to a woman of the Cambridge branch. There was only one such 
woman. Princess Mary of Teck (1867-1953), later Queen as wife of King George V of course, 
and she was successively engaged to Prince Albert Victor (1864-1892), Duke of Clarence, 
and, following his death in 1892, to his brother. Prince Albert Edward (1865-1936), Duke of 
York, later King George V. They do seem to have been desperate to get her into the family 
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for some reason. Queen Victoria was certainly desperate. Edward, then Prince of Wales, 
father of Prince Albert Victor, opposed the match, but Queen Victoria persevered 
nonetheless. She wrote to her Private Secretary, Sir Henry Ponsonby, that 'The Prince of 
Wales must not prevent the marriage... Something dreadful will happen if he does not 
marry.' ( Edwards, Anne; Matriarch; Hodder & Stoughton; p. 62). What 'dreadful' 
consequence did she foresee? 

In 1883, before her marriage to George FitzGeorge in 1885, and while still married to her 
first husband, Frank Arkwright, a Captain in the Coldstream Guards, who divorced her in 
1885 on the grounds of her adultery with George FitzGeorge, Rosa Baring had an illegitimate 
daughter, Vera Nina Arkwright (1883-1947), known as Vera Bate Lombardi after her 
marriage to Alberto Lombardi, an Italian cavalry officer and Olympic rider, in 1929. Vera's 
purported father was Prince Adolphus (1868-1927), 2nd Duke of Teck and 1st Marquess of 
Cambridge, eldest son of Francis, 1 st Duke of Teck (1837-1900), and Princess Mary of 
Cambridge (1833-1897). In other words. Prince Adolphus was the brother of Queen Mary, 
wife of King George V. Vera was brought up as a member of the royal family, by the 
Marchioness of Cambridge it seems. See Hal Vaughan's Sleeping with the Enemy - Coco 
Chanel's Secret War (Vintage Books; 2011; p.37 and p. 185), where he describes Vera as a 
'member of the British royal family'. Also, she is referred to as an adopted grand-daughter of 
her grandparents in the 1891 census (RG12/932-69-9). The fact that Vera was living with her 
grandparents at Norman Court in 1891, while her brother, Esme Francis Wigsell Arkwright 
(born 7 May 1882), was living with his father at Sanderstead Court, Sanderstead, Surrey, may 
indicate that Frank Arkwright wanted to have nothing to do with his 'daughter'. Vera cannot 
be identified in either the 1901 census or the 1911 census, so where was she? 

Axel Madsen, in his Chanel: A Woman of Her Own (1991), says of Vera: 'Though Vera had 
married an Italian cavalry officer and was living in Rome, she was British and her connections 
with the royal family and the nobility were as firm as her status as illegitimate daughter of 
the Marquess of Cambridge.' 

The evidence that Vera was indeed the illegitimate daughter of Prince Adolphus has 
therefore been accepted by leading biographers of Coco Chanel. So how did Rosa Baring and 
Prince Adolphus cross paths? 



Warren House, Kingston-upon-Thames. Home of Rosa Baring's uncle, Hugh Hammersley. 
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Rosa Baring's uncle, Hugh Hammersley (1819-1882), was a banker, a partner in Cox & Co., 
bankers to the British Army, and his clients included Prince George, 2 nd Duke of Cambridge. 
Hugh Hammersley was on close terms with the Duke and purchased land from him within 
the Duke's Coombe Estate, near Kingston-upon-Thames. In 1865 he built a house there, 
Warren House, which is now an hotel. Amongst his near neighbours, from 1869, were the 
Duke and Duchess of Teck, who lived at White Lodge in Richmond Park, now the home of the 
Royal Ballet, which was about 1.5 miles away across the park. In other words, Rosa Baring's 
uncle, Hugh Hammersley, was a near neighbour of the Teck family from 1869, so by 1882 

they had been neighbours for 12 years. The family's connections through the Baring and 
Eden families (the family of Hugh Hammersley's wife, Dulcibella) certainly put them within 
the social circle of the Teck family. The Baring family, in particular, and more than any other 
family in the country, was showered with offices, honours and titles, including two earldoms 
(Northbrook and Cromer). Hugh Hammersley's uncle, Charles Poulett-Thomson (1799-1841), 
Lord Sydenham, was the Governor-General of Canada, his wife's uncle, Henry Brougham 
(1778-1868), Lord Brougham and Vaux, was Lord Chancellor and she was a great niece of 
Most Rev. John Moore (1730-1805), Archbishop of Canterbury. As stated above, Hugh and 
Dulcibella's daughter, Margaret, Rosa Baring's first cousin, became a Princess of the Holy 
Roman Empire on 13/1/1883. They were, in many ways, rather more distinguished than 
minor royal hangers-on and spendthrifts like the Tecks. 



OUTLINE MAP OF 
RICHMOND PARK, LONDON 


WHITE LODGE 


1.5 MILES 


WARREN HOUSE 


Outline map of Richmond Park, Kingston-upon-Thames, London. 

The Duchess of Teck was the Duke of Cambridge's sister. Princess Mary of Cambridge (1833- 
1897). The Duke and Duchess of Teck were extravagant and spendthrift and in constant need 
of money, but both Queen Victoria and the Duke of Cambridge refused to support them; 'the 
family had more than once barely sidestepped the bailiffs' (Edwards, Anne; Matriarch; 

Hodder and Stoughton; London; 1984; p. 19). 
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White Lodge, Richmond Park, now the home of the Royal Ballet. 

I strongly suspect that the Duke of Cambridge pressured Hugh Hammersley into lending 
money to the Duke and Duchess of Teck, which they were then unable to repay. They got 
themselves into such a financial mess that they had to flee abroad to Italy in 1883 to escape 
their creditors and they did not return until 1885. Of course, their main creditor would have 
been their banker, who I think was Hugh Hammersley, who they pretty much left in the lurch 
financially. Hugh Hammersley died in September 1882 and I suspect that his death was 
hastened by, and possibly directly caused by, the financial worries caused by the Teck's 
situation. His widow sold Warren House shortly after his death and I suspect that she did this 
partly for financial reasons and partly because she did not want to be neighbours of the Teck 
family. 

Vera Bate Lombardi was born on 11 th August 1883, which means that she was conceived on 
about 4 th November 1882, some two months after her uncle's death in September. I suspect 
that, in that period, Rosa Baring visited Hugh Hammersley's widow, Dulcibella Hammersley 
(nee Eden), with her mother, Elizabeth, Hugh Hamersley's sister, and that (on Bonfire Night 
possibly - perhaps the only night of the year when youngsters are allowed to roam about 
outside in the dark) she deliberately seduced the Teck's son. Prince Adolphus, in revenge for 
what the Teck family had done to her uncle. Prince Adolphus also happened to be very good- 
looking. As a 14-year-old, I suspect that he was putty in the hands of the sexually confident 
28-year-old Rosa. He was certainly capable of fathering a child at that age. The Teck's flight 
abroad may have been prompted in part by the impending birth of Rosa's child. 
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Prince Adolphus in 1884. He was an impulsive and rebellious schoolboy at Wellington 
College. A likely lad, if ever I saw one. His brother, Francis (1870-1910), was expelled from 
school (for throwing his housemaster over a hedge) and became a philanderer and an 
inveterate gambler, which gives you some idea. 

According to Vera's daughter, Bridget Bate Tichenor, the Teck's return to the UK in 1885 was 
made possible by a loan from, or some financial arrangement involving. Barings, the bank 
which belonged to Rosa Baring's father's family. 1885 was also the year in which Rosa Baring 
married George FitzGeorge. Putting two and two together, and trying to make sense of the 
whole situation, I suspect that an arrangement was made between the royal family and the 
Baring and Hammersley banking families whereby (1) Barings paid off the Teck's debts, 
which allowed them to return to the UK, (2) Barings paid off George FitzGeorge's debts (he 
was pretty much bankrupt at that time), (3) Frank Arkwright and Rosa Baring obtained a 
divorce (I think Frank Arkwright insisted on this, but his position was very difficult as an 
officer in the Guards), (4) George FitzGeorge and Rosa Baring, who were already lovers, got 
married, (5) Barings set up a trust fund for Rosa Baring's illegitimate daughter by Prince 
Adolphus, Vera Nina Arkwright, and (6) the royal family agreed to eventually take that 
illegitimate daughter under their wing, possibly once the father. Prince Adolphus, was 
married (as appears to have happened). This buried three royal scandals; the Teck's 
insolvency, the birth of a royal bastard, Vera, with an angry husband (Frank Arkwright) in the 
background, and George FitzGeorge's insolvency. It also cleared the way for the eventual 
engagement of the Teck's daughter. Princess Mary, to Prince Albert Victor, Duke of Clarence 
and Avondale, eldest son of the Prince of Wales (later King Edward VII), in 1891 and, 
ultimately, for her to become Queen as wife of King George V. Is it possible that what stood 
between the Teck family and the throne was a baby girl called Vera, which means 'Truth'? I 
think so. Nina means 'Gift of God', so Vera Nina means 'True Gift of God'. 
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WELL KNOWN IN SOCIETY s MISS VERA 
ARKWRIGHT. 

Photograph by Rita Martin, 


'Well known in Society: Miss Vera Arkwright.' ('The Sketch', 24/3/1909). 

Vera occupied a place in the highest echelons of British Society as a close friend of, amongst 
others, Edward, Prince of Wales (later King Edward VIII), Winston Churchill 29 and Hugh 
Grosvenor, 2nd Duke of Westminster, the Marchioness of Cambridge's nephew. Given the 
certain and accepted fact that Vera did move in such circles, the question then becomes one 
of how she became a close childhood friend of the Prince of Wales and was in a position to 
invite a friend (Coco Chanel) onto the Duke of Westminster's yacht, as described below, 
something which only a very close friend or member of the family would have been able to 
do. Vera was a popular member of the British elite who, in her youth, attracted the attention 
of a string of suitors; it was said of her that "No one was more keenly appreciated by London 
high society..." (Vaughan, 34). She was an enthusiast of the sporting life, an avid participant 
in the outdoor activities so favoured by the upper classes. The wealth and status enjoyed by 
the rarefied circle in which she moved gave them the means and leisure to engage in 


29 Vera was related to Winston Churchill (1874-1965) because Constance Cornwallis-West 
(1878-1970), the wife of Hugh Grosvenor (1879-1953), 2 nd Duke of Westminster (nephew of 
Lady Margaret Evelyn Grosvenor (1873-1929), who married Vera's father. Prince Adolphus 
(1868-1927), 2nd Duke of Teck and 1st Marquess of Cambridge), was the sister of George 
Cornwallis-West (1875-1951), who married Jenny Jerome (1854-1921), Winston Churchill's 
mother, in 1900, after the death of Winston's father. Lord Randolph Churchill (1849-1895). 
This sort of connection was commonplace, almost universal, amongst the social elite. 


53 





hunting, sailing and other activities and to lead lives dedicated to pleasure and self¬ 
gratification. 



Vera Arkwright, in her nurse's uniform I guess - 'perfectly beautiful, full of sympathy and 
sweetness'. She looks tired and strained, which is hardly surprising. 

During World War I Vera worked as a volunteer Auxiliary Nurse with the Voluntary Aid 
Detachment, American Ambulance Auxiliary at the American Hospital of Paris, Neuilly-sur- 
Seine, Paris. She is mentioned in Marie van Vorst's War Letters of an American Woman (New 
York; 1916), as follows: 

Extract from a letter of 15 October 1914 to her mother, Mrs. Van Vorst, Edgware (London), 
England: 

'Now I want to speak of Vera Arkwright, who replaced me in the gangrene ward. She is 
perfectly beautiful, full of sympathy and sweetness, and a warm friend of Bridget Guinness. I 
got her into the hospital with a vague feeling that she was simply going to flirt with the 
officers and perhaps make me regret. Weil, well! Vera has been in that ward now from eight 
in the morning until half-past six every night. I wish you could see her - with crimson cheeks 
and a floating veil, carrying the vilest of linen and oilcloth, not to throw away, but to wash it 
herself with a scrubbing brush. She has a keen sense of humour, and even amid the horrors it 
shines forth. 

Yesterday she was heartbroken over Hern, and told me that the bullet in one of his wounds 
had severed a vein, and when she came in on duty this terrible haemorrhage had flooded the 
bed and the floor, and it was she who cleaned all that up. Yes, and she gathered up his little 
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treasures to save for his people, and going into the linen room, from under all the filthy 
bandages extracted the poor little tin cigarette case which had been thrown out as rubbish. 

Last night, at half-past ten, my bell rang, and poor Vera blew in asking for a morsel of food, 
as when she came out from duty every restaurant in Paris was shut. So my maid and I fed her 
up and sent her home. She certainly is a brick, and Glory Hancock, if she comes, will be 
another.' ( pp. 79-80) 

Extract from an undated letter to Miss Ann Lusk, New York: 

7 am prepared every day to be thrown out of my smart ward, and if I have to go back to that 
charnel house I hope that God will give me grace. Vera said to-day, "It Is discouraging to 
work for people whom you know will all be dead in a week." You remember in the Roman 
games how the gladiators used to cry, "Ave Caesar, those who are about to die greet you." 

So those poor creatures seem to salute the country for which they have fought, and surely we 
can help them as they go. 

My lieutenant with the amputated leg in the other ward has gone to-day. That is four out of 
that infected ward, and three nurses are sick in bed with violent fever from it. Yet Vera is 
going on like a house on fire at her job. The poor lieutenant died as she was feeding him, and 
that girl did all the solemn and dreadful offices for him. She is wonderful.' (pp. 85-86) 

Extract from a letter of 11 November 1914 to Mrs. Victor Morawetz, New York: 

'Last night, at the end of the hospital day, I brought down with me in a tiny motor belonging 
to Vera Arkwright, the head nurse of the hospital. Miss Devereux, who has charge of the 
American Hospital in times of peace. She was so exhausted and worn out with the terrible 
day that she could hardly speak. The fresh air and the drive down began to rest her, and 
when she got here in my little study, before the fire, so quiet and so sweet, with a good little 
dinner, and with Bessie's society and mine to cheer her, she bloomed out like a flower. She is 
a New York hospital nurse, and gave me another picture to remember in the little study, 
under the war map, all in snow white, with no cap, and just the gold medal of the New York 
hospital round her neck. Such a fine spiritual face; such a strong, dignified woman! We didn't 
talk much of the hospital, but we talked, all three of us, of spiritual things, and it was a 
wonderful thing to find her one of those simple Christians, full of the very light of God, strong 
in the best sense of the word, living by faith. I don't think I have enjoyed any evening half so 
much for a long time. I am sure that you will respond to this note and care too. It is fine to 
feel that the hospital there is under the spell of this noble woman "who believes in fairies," as 
Barrie's play says - who believes in miracles. There wasn't a discordant second in the long 
evening and she went back with pink cheeks and bright eyes to those wards where three 
were to die that night and she had to go on her noble watch. She spoke in an especially kindly 
way of the auxiliaries and of their extraordinary powers of endurance. She said that she 
would not have believed that women of the world unused to discipline or to concentrated 
effort, could have been what these women have been at the Ambulance. Vera Arkwright, for 
instance, has not missed a single day since she went there. The dressing carts are so 
picturesque. You see, I naturally see the notes of colour that things make -1 can't help it - and 
when I went out from the hospital, Vera stood there in her blue dress, with her tiny little cap 
on her head - she is faultlessly beautiful, and very celebrated for her looks - and all around 
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her was a pile of the most dreadful bandages you ever saw. (I won't describe them.) She was 
gathering them up to destroy them and to prepare her cart for the next trip. Both she and 
Madelon are able to do their dressings themselves.' (pp. 125-127) 

For her war service Vera was awarded the 1914/15 Star, the British War Medal and the 
Victory Medal. 

Vera married, firstly, in 1916, as his second wife, Frederick Blantford Bate (1886-1970), an 
officer in the American Ambulance service in Paris who she met while working as a volunteer 
nurse in the American HospitaI of Paris. They had one daughter, Bridget Bate Tichenor 
(1917-1990), the surrealist artist. Vera introduced her husband to Edward, Prince of Wales 
(later King Edward VIII), and the two became close friends. This allowed Bate, then NBC 
representative in London, to produce up-to-the-minute reports for NBC during the 
Abdication Crisis of 1936. Vera divorced Bate in 1929 and then married Italian cavalry officer, 
Alberto Lombardi, a member of the Italian Fascist Party held in high esteem by Benito 
Mussolini and a member of the Italian equestrian team which won a bronze medal at the 
1924 Olympics in Paris. Vera joined her husband in Rome and became a member of the 
Fascist Party. She wrote enthusiastically to Churchill about Mussolini and Churchill publicly 
expressed admiration for Mussolini and Italian Fascism during this period. In Rome, Vera and 
her husband 'revelled in la dolce vita' at his villa at 31 or 32 Via Barnaba Oriani, situated in 
the exclusive Parioli area of the city. 



32 Via Barnaba Oriani, Rome (Google map ref: 41.928115, 12.485442). More than a villa; a 
palazzina. There does not appear to be a no. 31. Now flats I think, costing several million 
euros each. 
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In the 1920s Vera became the 'muse' of (or rather, inspirer of) Coco Chanel, who, through 
her, gained entree into the highest levels of the British aristocracy. It was in Monte Carlo in 
1923 that Vera introduced Chanel to the vastly wealthy 2nd Duke of Westminster, Hugh 
Richard Arthur Grosvenor, known to his intimates as "Bendor" or, more usually, "Benny" (a 
pun on the Grosvenor coat of arms, which included a 'Bend Or' before the famous legal case 
of Scrope v Grosvenor in 1389), who became Chanel's lover for the next ten or more years. 
Vera also introduced Chanel to Edward, Prince of Wales (later King Edward VIII), and they 
were reported to have had a brief affair. 

Adapting traditional British sporting clothes to her modern vision of dress, Chanel found in 
Vera and her social set an inspirational template for a new design concept; her signature 
'English Look'. Linking Vera's promotional value to her own business success, Chanel hired 
the thirty-seven-year-old Vera as public relations representative for the House of Chanel in 
1920. The Chanel look worn by Vera was the visible daily attire, the casual yet chic style 
which came to be identified with the modern ease and elegance of Chanel couture. The 
Vera/Chanel friendship was a close one, sustained over many years but their formal business 
association ended in 1930 when Vera left Chanel to work for couturier Edward Molyneux. 

In Rome, following her marriage to Alberto Lombardi in 1929, Vera's English background and 
habits, her aristocratic connections and her frequent presence at social functions held at the 
British Embassy, made her a person of interest to the Fascist police and various intelligence 
agencies. Her activities were monitored accordingly. In 1936, the Chief of Staff of the Italian 
Political Investigation Service reported to the Italian Interior and War Ministries: "This lady's 
mysterious and varied lifestyle makes us suspect that she is in the service of Great Britain 
without the knowledge of her husband, who is a highly respected person and sincere 
patriot..." Surveillance of Vera was suspended on two grounds; no evidence was ever 
uncovered that proved her to be involved in espionage and her husband's military status as 
the commandant of a cavalry regiment and loyalty to Fascism made such activities 
implausible. In addition, Alberto Lombardi's brother. Admiral Giuseppe Lombardi, was Head 
of the Italian Naval Intelligence Service. Nevertheless, in the coming years, and throughout 
World War II, suspicions surrounding Vera would continue. In addition, her association with 
Chanel would later bring Vera to the attention of British Military Intelligence, MI6, who 
suspected her of being a Nazi spy. Thus Vera was suspected by the Axis powers of being a 
British spy and suspected by the British of being a Nazi spy. 

Vera was, through her grandmother, Elizabeth Hammersley (1825-1897), a second cousin of 
Sir D'Arcy Osborne (1884-1964), later 12th and last Duke of Leeds, Envoy Extraordinary and 
Minister Plenipotentiary to the Holy See from 1936 to 1947, a close personal friend of the 
Queen (Queen Elizabeth, the Queen Mother). In 1940 he was involved in a plot to overthrow 
Hitler involving Pope Pius XII and certain German generals, including General Ludwig Beck, 
who was to replace Hitler as Head of State. D'Arcy Osborne was also involved with, 
supported (with his own money) and helped to run (through his subordinate. Major Sam 
Derry), the escape movement run by Monsignor Hugh O'Flaherty, 'The Scarlet Pimpernel of 
the Vatican', which concealed thousands of Allied escapee soldiers and Jews in safe houses 
and on farms in and around Rome. See the 1983 film about O'Flaherty, 'The Scarlet and the 
Black', which starred Gregory Peck, thought by some to be his best film. There is no evidence 
that Vera herself was involved in this movement but her husband, Alberto Lombardi, ended 
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the war in hiding on an old Papal estate. Vera was also, through the same family connection, 
a second cousin of Sir Ronald Hugh Campbell, PC, GCMG (1883-1953), Ambassador to France 
(1939-1940) and Portugal (1940-1945), so she was well-placed to act as a channel of 
communication to the British Foreign Office. D'Arcy Osborne was responsible for preventing 
large-scale Allied bombing of Rome, so, in a sense, he was the (unrecognized) saviour of the 
'Eternal City', the world's greatest architectural masterpiece. 

In 1943, Vera was arrested and held for a week in a women's prison in Rome on suspicion of 
having spied for the British Secret Service 'for the last ten years". She was released on 
orders of the German Police Headquarters in Rome. According to Hitler's Intelligence Chief, 
Walter Schellenberg, the Germans intended her to work as an agent for them, by bringing 
her to Paris to re-engage with Chanel. Accompanied by her friend, "Eddie" Bismarck (Count 
Albrecht Edzard Heinrich Karl von Bismarck-Schonhausen), Vera joined Chanel and her lover, 
Baron Hans Gunther Von Dincklage, a German agent, in Paris. She was then issued with a 
passport on the orders of the Paris Gestapo chief, Karl Bomelburg, which allowed her to 
travel to Spain. 

In this way, the Gestapo used Chanel to lure Vera to Paris and she unwittingly became 
embroiled in a political intrigue involving Chanel and Von Dincklage, but orchestrated by 
Nazi intelligence at the highest levels, up to and including Heinrich Himmler. This involved 
Vera travelling to Madrid, with Chanel and Von Dincklage, to act as an intermediary between 
Germany and Great Britain by delivering a letter from Chanel to Winston Churchill via the 
British Ambassador in Madrid. The plan, code-named "Operation Modellhut" ("Model hat"), 
was an attempt to persuade Great Britain to end hostilities with Germany in order to 
prevent post-war Russian domination in Europe (and also to save the senior Nazis involved 
from potential prosecution for war crimes), but Vera was led to believe that the journey to 
Madrid was a business trip to explore the possibility of establishing the Chanel couture in 
Madrid. The mission failed because Vera, on her arrival in Madrid, realized what was 
happening and denounced Chanel and her travelling companions as Nazi spies. No evidence 
has been found which shows that Vera herself was ever involved in actual espionage activity, 
though it is acknowledged that she was an informer. Coco Chanel only escaped prosecution 
as a Nazi collaborator in France after the war through the influence of Winston Churchill, so 
it was her friendship with Vera which ultimately saved her, though indirectly. 

Although, on one level, "Operation Modellhut" appears to have been a somewhat 
lightweight means of trying to achieve such a vital diplomatic and political objective, the 
Germans could not have found anyone in the whole of Occupied Europe with closer personal 
connections to Churchill and the British Royal Family than Vera, bearing in mind that the 
operation was carried out without Hitler's knowledge or approval and would have 
amounted, in Hitler's mind, to clear treason on the part of those involved. In 1945 Himmler 
tried to negotiate with the Allies again; this time through contacts in Sweden. This attempt 
also failed. Had either of these initiatives succeeded then Eastern Europe might have been 
spared some 50 years of brutal enslavement under Soviet Communism, but the Allies 
wanted to crush Germany regardless of the consequences. 

In March 1944, Vera, still stranded in Madrid, wrote an appeal to her friend. Lady Ursula 
Filmer-Sankey, a daughter of the 2nd Duke of Westminster, to intercede with Churchill and 
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ask him to use his influence to reunite her with her husband in Rome. It was not until early in 
January 1945 that Vera was finally allowed to leave Madrid, after the British Foreign Office 
had notified the British Embassy in Madrid that "Allied Forces have withdrawn their objection 
and the lady is free to return to Italy." Churchill had ultimately come to Vera's rescue, as 
verified by a classified communication sent four days later from Downing Street (Churchill's 
official residence as Prime Minister) to Allied Headquarters in Paris. Vera expressed her 
gratitude to Churchill in a letter to him of 9 May 1945, addressing him as "My Dear 
Winston"Thank you with all my heart for what you found time to do for me..." In April or 
May 1945, she was reunited in Italy with her husband, who, by the end of World War II, had 
managed to rehabilitate his reputation with the Allies. 

Although it is a subject almost entirely ignored by British historians, the question of whether 
Churchill and Mussolini corresponded before and during World War II, and the nature of that 
correspondence, has been a matter of widespread speculation in Italy over the years and the 
subject of numerous books, articles, TV documentaries and so on. Notable amongst these 
are Luciano Garibaldi's Mussolini - The Secrets of FUs Death (Enigma Books, 2004), which has 
an extensive bibliography, and Frank Joseph's Mussolini's War (Helion, 2010). The allegation 
is broadly that such correspondence did take place and that in it Churchill made various 
proposals and agreed to certain things which would have been highly embarrassing to him if 
revealed after the war, and possibly even fatal to his political career, including a proposal 
that Great Britain, USA, Germany and Italy should unite against Russia. 

According to the Barnes Review 'there is no doubt that correspondence between the two 
men did indeed go on throughout the war. A German report for September 25, 1943 stated 
that Gestapo agents recovered literally dozens of Churchill's communications with Mussolini, 
even long after the war began, all of them expressing admiration for Italian Fascism, and 
hopes for cooperation with the British empire. Such correspondence no doubt did exist, 
because Mussolini showed it to virtually everyone in his immediate circle - literally hundreds 
of persons - including his wife, Rachele. She responded to questioning by British historian, 
David Irving, that she saw the files containing the Churchill letters, but refused to comment 
on their contents.' 30 'Mussolini made a direct reference to Churchill's Allies-Axis proposals 
when he wrote to Marshal Graziani on January 9,1945. "At this time, I feel it is extremely 
important to put these papers in a safe place," referring to his high-level correspondence, 
"first of all, the exchange of letters and the agreements with Churchill."' 31 It appears then 
that Mussolini did in fact possess documents which he believed would clear his name in any 
post-war trial and that copies of these documents were made and passed to trusted people. 


30 Cavalleri, Giorgio; Ombre sul Lago; Rienzi Editoriale: Rome: 1989 (cited in Barnes Review; 
Sept/Oct 2010). 

31 Mastrorocco, Allessandro; "The Mysterious Murder of Benito Mussolini - Documents from 
U.S. Strengthen the British Theory and Churchill's Role"; 30/6/2009; 

https://web.archive.Org/web/20100122131005/http://ww2history.suitel01.com/article.cfm 

/the mysterious murder of benito mussolini (cited in Barnes Review; Sept/Oct 2010). 
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It is alleged that Churchill ordered the assassination of Mussolini in order to prevent these 
documents, or knowledge of them, becoming public (a view held by Italy's most celebrated 
and respected historian of the Fascist period. Professor Renzo De Felice of Rome's La 
Sapienza University), that strenuous efforts were made by the British secret service to track 
down and destroy all copies of these documents and that many people who had knowledge 
of these matters were tracked down and killed or otherwise silenced in the years after the 
war. Many people, including Italian Communists, had their own reasons for wanting to keep 
this matter secret (in their case, it is asserted, the theft of Mussolini's treasure, worth many 
billions of dollars). 32 

This issue is relevant to any assessment of Vera's life for the simple reason that there 
appears to have been no-one better-placed to have acted as a go-between between 
Churchill and Mussolini. Clearly, the most important characteristics of a go-between are that 
he or she should (1) be in the right place at the right time (as Vera was until 1943) and (2) 
trusted by the individuals concerned. Vera was a long-standing personal friend of Churchill, 
she was related to (second cousin of) the one person in Rome who had a secure channel of 
communication to the British Foreign Office (D'Arcy Osborne, Envoy Extraordinary and 
Minister Plenipotentiary to the Holy See) and she was married to a man known to and 
admired by Mussolini, being a senior Italian army officer and Fascist who was the brother of 
the head of Italian Naval Intelligence. In short, someone had to act as a trusted go-between, 
so who else could it have been? Although no direct evidence has emerged that Vera was the 
go-between (possibly because no-one has looked for any evidence), such a possibility should 
not be excluded and, of course, there is no evidence that Vera's death in 1947 after a severe 
illness was in any way suspicious, although it was certainly convenient in this context. She is 
buried in the Cimitero Comunale Monumentale Campo Verano, Rome. 

Rosa Baring and George FitzGeorge had three children: 

• Mabel Iris FitzGeorge (1886-1976), who married, in 1912, in the Chapel Royal, St. 
James's Palace, Robert Shekelton Balfour (1869-1942), architect, of the family of 
Balfour of The Manor, Sidmouth (formerly of St. Ninian's, Stirling), and had issue 
Robert, later General Sir Robert George Victor ('Victor') FitzGeorge-Balfour (1913- 


32 Samuel, Henry; "Winston Churchill 'ordered assassination of Mussolini to protect 
compromising letters'", Daily Telegraph; 2/9/2010; 

https://www.telegraph.co.uk/history/world-war-two/7978285/Winston-Churchill-ordered- 

assassination-of-Mussolini-to-protect-compromising-letters.html : 'An Italian documentary 
released in 2004 included an account by former Italian partisan Bruno Lonati, who says he 
was part of a two-man team tasked with getting rid of the couple. Mr Lonati claimed that he 
acted with a British Special Operations Executive agent codenamed Captain John, real name 
Robert Maccarone, who had been sent to Italy to eliminate Mussolini and retrieve "very 
important" documents. The documents have never been found.' So, we have the personal 
testimony of the man who killed (murdered) Mussolini to the effect that a British agent was 
involved - and that means that the British government was involved - and that means 
Churchill. 
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1994), who commanded the Brigade of Guards from 1958-1960. He married and had 
issue, one son and one daughter. She married, secondly in 1945, Prince Vladimir 
Galitzin (1884-1954), whereby she became Princess Vladimir Galitzin. 

• Georgiana Daphne FitzGeorge (1889-1954), who married in 1915 (div. 1926) Sir 
George Foster Earle. No issue. 

• Commander George William Frederick FitzGeorge R. N. (1892-1960), who married in 
1915 (div. 1927), Esther Melina Vignon. No issue. He married, secondly in 1934 (div. 
1957), Frances Bellanger. No issue. 



Rosa Baring's grandson. General Sir Robert George Victor ('Victor') FitzGeorge-Balfour (1913- 
1994), who commanded the Brigade of Guards from 1958-1960. 

Rosa Baring's second cousin once removed, Helen Azalea "Poppy" Baring (1901-1980), one 
of the 'Bright Young Things' of the 1920s, was the mistress of Prince George (1902-1942), 
Duke of Kent, for many years. Queen Mary objected to Poppy as a possible daughter-in-law 
on account of her 'too great fondness for dancing and other lively amusements' ("No more 
dance-mad daughters for Queen Mary"; The Courier-Journal (Louisville); 15/2/1925; p. 105). 
According to the article Queen Mary said "To dance well is an accomplishment but to dance 
every evening is a sign of mental disorder.' Before that, in 1921, Prince Albert, Duke of York, 
the future King George VI, proposed to Poppy, but that match was also opposed by Queen 
Mary. Of course, a Baring descendant did eventually marry into the royal family; Princess 
Diana (1961-1997), Rosa Baring's second cousin three times removed, whose great-great- 
grandfather was Edward Baring (1828-1897), 1 st Lord Revelstoke. 
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Flawless beauty. Vera's daughter, Bridget Bate Tichenor (1917-1990). A Vogue cover from 
August 1945. 



A Vogue cover from August 1945. 
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All about me (a sorry saga) 

As for me, well, I had a nasty bout of malaria at the age of 2, which I am convinced affected 
my brain. That's my excuse and I'm sticking to it. Actually, malaria in young children is highly 
dangerous and often lethal 33 (Sympathy please). Even today I can't give blood because 
malaria stays in the blood permanently and can recur (this explains my drooling mouth and 
swivelling eyeballs). I was sent off to boarding school (pre-prep school) in England at the age 
of 4 (it was that or the local witch doctor, my parents being in Africa at the time), where I 
started my career as a rebel and a public nuisance. I remember that I was made to eat a bar 
of soap on my very first day. I must have said something very rude but I can't remember 
what it was. Pity, it was obviously something ripe and might have come in useful. In spite of 
my behaviour I was not expelled from either pre-prep school (Fonthill Pre-Prep., 5-8 years) 
or prep school (Fonthill Prep., preparatory, 8-12 years), though I was thrashed fairly often. 
You should have seen my best friend's face when he found a scorpion (OK, it was dead), 
gleefully brought back from West Africa in a matchbox, in his bed, or when he sat on an 
entire box of drawing pins which I had considerately placed on his chair, though I should 
point out that this was nothing compared to some of the things done to me. 34 My worst 
moment at prep school was when my mother sent me a large chocolate cake for my birthday 
and I was made to share it with every other boy in the school at teatime (about 70 boys - it 
was a small school). I got the last bit, which was about two square inches. The emotional 
damage was enormous, bearing in mind that I was looking forward to eating the entire cake 
myself, and, to be frank, I don't think I have ever recovered. A deep sense of injustice has 
driven me ever since (Chocolate Cake Deprivation Syndrome or CCDS) and was the source of 
my desire to become Evil World Dictator. Can I sue someone for compensation I wonder? 
Towards the end of my time there I set up a bird-watching club and ornithology has been an 
interest ever since. Among my favourite birds are the robin (of course, although they are 
aggressive little blighters), the wren, the tree creeper, the nuthatch, the dipper, the long¬ 
tailed tit and pied wagtail. I love the lonely, haunting cry of the lapwing (which is getting 
rarer unfortunately) and the curlew. I used to drag my father off to places like Selsey Bill 
(West Sussex) to watch the waders at dawn on a Saturday morning. Fie never complained. 


33 'Children under 5 years of age are one of most vulnerable groups affected by malaria. In 
Africa, about 285 000 children died before their fifth birthdays in 2016. In high transmission 
areas, partial immunity to the disease is acquired during childhood. In such settings, the 
majority of malarial disease, and particularly severe disease with rapid progression to death, 
occurs in young children without acquired immunity. Severe anaemia, hypoglycemia and 
cerebral malaria are features of severe malaria more commonly seen in children than in 
adults.' ( https://www.who.int/malaria/areas/high risk groups/children/en/) . 

34 I was not as bad as my sister and her friends, who were pupils at a convent near East 
Grinstead. But girls are always far more trouble than boys. 
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Fonthill Preparatory School, East Grinstead 
1st XI Football Team 1967 

Barker Scott Severne Meckiff 
Spencer-Payne Milne Mitchely Stirum Bohun G-Neville 
Mitchely Kelly Higson 

The school 1 st XI football team in 1967.1 am the one wearing the colours (sitting, second 
from left). My best pal was Mike Kelly (on the ground, middle). I have a feeling that was the 
year we lost every single match. I was also in the 1 st XI cricket team (my batting average was 
1; in fact, less than 1 because in some matches I got no runs at all). 

I managed to squeeze into Tonbridge as a boarder in 1969 only because the Headmaster of 
Tonbridge at the time (Michael McCrum, who later went on to Eton) happened to see me 
break the school record for the assault course on a prospective parents' day. It certainly 
wasn't brains that got me in. I think he regretted his choice after about the ninth beating. 
There was a regular routine for these. You were summoned to the Prefects' Common Room 
after lunch, where he met you with a riding crop. When you entered the room you saw that 
he had moved all the furniture to the edge of the room so that he could get a good run-up 
(and he did take a run-up). Afterwards I used to go off to games and show my stripes to a 
large and admiring crowd. No amount of beating made the slightest difference to my 
behaviour. I once tried to run away, but my cunning plan went awry when I was caught 
standing at a bus stop outside the main gate with a huge suitcase. Foiled again. How did they 
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know? We still had fagging 35 at Tonbridge when I first went there and I used to fag for a 
large black American boy (polish his shoes and so on). He ended up getting killed in Vietnam 
(or so someone told me). 

Once, as a punishment, McCrum (who was also Housemaster of my house. School House) 
made me go into the Headmaster's Garden (the Headmaster's House had a lovely walled 
garden) and pick raspberries for a Parents' Evening that night. I sat there in the warm, sleepy 
sunshine for the whole afternoon stuffing my face with the most delicious raspberries. I 
don't think I have ever had a happier time. Occasionally, if a raspberry didn't pass muster, I 
would put it in the basket. I attended the Parents' Evening that evening, where, I have to 
admit, the raspberries and cream were something of a disappointment; rather small and 
hard in fact - and not many of them. I avoided catching the Headmaster's eye. 

I was eventually expelled from Tonbridge in 1971 for general naughtiness (or pain-in-the- 
arse-ivitis), not by McCrum, who I think knew that I had no bad intentions, but by his 
successor, Ogilvie, who was an alcoholic. I may say that I was pretty harmless by today's 
standards (no drugs or even, in those early days, drink, and certainly no sex), although 
setting off explosions using a mixture of sugar and fertilizer in great glass jars (an incredibly 
dangerous thing to do), as accomplice/assistant (a sort of Igor) to another pupil who was a 
crack-brained scientist (Bream by name), was not very popular (the large 'booms' from the 
orchards half a mile away at the end of the playing fields tended to disturb the peace of a 
summer evening). Naughty but nice (that is, honest, or perhaps simple-minded) was 
probably the best description of me at that time. I was almost expelled from my next school 
as well (Epsom College, my father's old school, where I went from 1971 to 1974), but it was 
so near to the end of term and my leaving date that they didn't bother. Honestly, you would 
think that schoolmasters would know not to visit local pubs on a Sunday morning because 
pupils might be drinking there. Talk about lack of consideration. Me: 'Ah! Good morning. Sir. 
Can I buy you a drink?' Master: 'No thank you, Milne, and report yourself to the Headmaster 
when you get back to school.' Me: 'Yes, Sir. Thank you. Sir. Good-bye, Sir.' On my first day at 
Epsom I kicked a rugby ball through a window of the Masters' Common Room. All the 
masters certainly knew my name after that. There is a portrait of my father now in that same 
Common Room. 


35 Fagging - Where junior boys do jobs or run errands for more senior boys. It also involved 
prefects beating other boys. Cold showers were also a punishment (and parents pay for their 
children to go to such schools!). 
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Epsom College in 1959 (This view is the same today). The main building. My house (Granville 
House) was on the upper floor of the main building. 

I never got into university, having fluffed my A levels pretty badly (Don't ask - we're talking 
Cs and Ds), although I wasn't as bad as a friend of mine who, in answer to the question in an 
Economics A Level paper, 'IM?at are the problems facing small shop-keepers?', wrote 'They 
can't see over the counter.' and left it at that. I could have done something similar for all the 
good it did me. My father wouldn't speak to me for some time afterwards (I can't blame 
him), but after a brief, expensive and fruitless stint at a series of crammers (private tutorial 
schools), including Davies' College (66 Southampton Row, London), and a stint working as an 
'assistant film director' with the oldest British film company (Cygnet Guild Communications, 
Upper St. Martin's Lane, London), where I actually just fetched the bacon rolls and coffee, he 
suggested that I join the Royal Marines (Commandos), which I did. He was getting desperate 
I suspect, but why not? 

This led to a brief and inglorious career in the military, although I am actually quite proud of 
the fact that I was amongst the 2% of officer recruits who made it to the Commando 
Training Centre Royal Marines (CTCRM), near Exeter. Only 40 out of 2,000 applicants make 
it, and only about half of them get the green beret, so that's a 1% pass rate or 99% failure 
rate. I was also in the unit shooting and rugby teams and, at 25 metres, I could often get 5 
.22 bullets through the same bullet hole. No, I didn't shoot four bullets completely off-target 
and then say “Oh look! I've got all five bullets through one hole!" My military career got off 
to a bad start when, arriving at CTCRM's little railway station on the Exe estuary in 
September 1976 (just before my 21 st birthday), I nonchalantly asked the Regimental 
Sergeant-Major to carry my bags up to the Officers' Mess (“Isay, you there..."). He was so 
shocked that he did actually obtain a Land Rover for me (it was at least 100 metres, so far 
too far to walk). I think he was curious about whether I actually meant what I said. Later, as a 
test I am sure, he asked if he could borrow my shoes for the Sergeant's Mess Ball. I think he 
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was expecting me to say: "Ugh! How disgusting! I'm not having a member of the working 
class putting his smelly feet in my shoes!", but I just said 'No problem' and handed them 
over. They came back unused. I also had a full-length leather coat which made me look like 
Field Marshal Rommel, which I wore on exercise (Boy, was it cool!). I don't think that went 
down well either, nor, when out on one exercise, did my response to a tactical problem of 
how to clear a wood of enemy. We were supposed to say something like: "Well, I would 
place the GPMG [machine gun] over there in that small copse. I would place one section [8 
men] along that ditch to provide covering fire for the assault and I would then advance with 
the other two sections behind that hedgerow to the west side of the wood before laying 
down smoke with the mortar. Then I would attack with fixed bayonets." but I said: "I would 
call in the RAF and napalm the bastards." 36 0 out of 10 for that one, I guess. 

So, not a glorious episode, although I did pass the Commando Course and was awarded the 
coveted green beret. The culmination of the Commando Tests is a 30-mile speed march 
north to south across Dartmoor which has to be completed in 7 hours (for officers - 8 hours 
for others). That doesn't sound too bad, but you wear battle order weighing about 40 to 50 
pounds (actually quite a bit more) and the ground is mostly tussocks and is absolutely 
murderous. Towards the end I was carrying a mortar base-plate as well, which must weigh 
about 20 to 30 pounds, so I must have been carrying almost a hundredweight (50 kg) by 
then. You also start pretty knackered from the previous tests. Three of our team of six 
dropped out with ankle or leg injuries (we had run the first 10 miles), so they had to do it 
again later. 

My favourite moment on the whole course was one morning in the middle of winter when 
we all had to climb 30-foot ropes (a routine exercise) which just happened to be covered in 
ice that day (I suspect they sprayed the ropes the night before). There were a number of 
ropes with four or five men to each rope and you took it in turns to climb the rope (but you 
only climbed the one rope). I happened to be first in line on one of the ropes. Well, we were 
given the order to start and off we went. The rope was like a tube of ice (it was a tube of 
ice). Fortunately, I have a very strong grip and managed to get to the top. Not one of the 
other young officers managed it, even though it was easier for the second and later climbers 
because the ice had been broken to some extent by the people who went before them. I was 
also the biggest person. Sorry, I had to tell that story - and, yes, I would like a medal. 

My least favourite moment was at the end of a three-day exercise in Wales; quite a big 
exercise with large tents, a field canteen, proper hole-in-the-ground lavatories and so on. I 
had somehow managed to keep pretty spruce throughout the exercise and still had knife¬ 
like creases in my shirt and trousers. I swear that I could have gone on parade at Buckingham 
Palace. On the last day, as we were packing up all the kit and loading it onto lorries and so 
forth, a land-rover got a wheel stuck in a hole which had been dug to take kitchen waste and 
so was full or peelings, grease, leftovers, the scrapings from a dozen frying pans and so on, 
with a dash of sheep poo to spice it up, all of which had been merrily brewing for a few days. 
Well, I was nearby so put a shoulder to the back of the land-rover along with others. Well, 
the driver put his foot down hard on the accelerator, the stuck wheel span at about a million 


36 RAF - Royal Air Force. 
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revs a minute and I got covered literally from head to toe by the revolting brew in the hole. 
My language was even more fruity that the waste I was covered in, but everyone had a good 
laugh, apart from me. No-one sat next to me on the trip back to Devon. 


I also learned some useful skills, like how to strangle someone with a flexible saw (basically 
serrated wire). In spite of numerous contacts with lawyers since then I have never been able 
to put this last skill to practical use. Pity. 



Back Row: Reeve. Zacharia, Elliot. Guyer, Wotherspoon, Blackmore, Paget, Getgood, Watt, Heydon, Wilburg, Shutt, Jones, Mawhood 
Centre Row: Brown, Wilson, Hawthorne, Boyd, Taylor, Hughes, Canning, Lawrence, Francis, Hall, Ebbens, Gillespie, Robison, Bugg 
Front Row: Amir, Lovelock, Wadsworth, Rafferty, Conway, Buzza, Milne, MacLennan, Williams, McAulay, Rye, Babbington, Alford 
Sitting: Juleff, French, Hawgood, Smart, Walker, Ward, Evans, Holdaway, Thomson, Lash, Mills, Oxton, Bracey 


Y076 taken at CTCRM, Lympstone, nr. Exeter, Devon. I am seventh from the left in the 
second row (the tallest one in the middle), also top right. 'YO' means 'Young Officers'. 76 
refers to 1976. Some people are not wearing a green beret (e.g. far right, second row). This 
is because they had failed the Commando Tests and not yet retaken them. Any physically 
normal person can pass the Commando tests, if very fit (and I mean Olympic level fitness 
plus the ability to provide explosive strength when needed). The only reason people don't 
pass is either because (1) they get some sort of injury (there were times when so many 
people were injured that only ten or so people went on parade), or (2) they are not mentally 
tough enough to go through the pain (such people left months before this photo was taken, 
and several people left on the first day of training - it is a waste of everybody's time not to 
get rid of such people quickly so they make it pretty brutal from the off). 

This was all useful knowledge when I enrolled on a 12-month Foundation in Accountancy 
Course at the City of London Polytechnic in London in early 1979 (again, at my father's 
suggestion - he was always impressed by what he called 'bookies'), although I didn't own a 
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calculator and turned up to my first exam without one. Can you imagine? I really was 
clueless and, when I started the course, had no idea what accountants actually did. Well, I 
passed the course with credit in early 1980 and, through a mixture of nepotism and a calling 
in of old favours, I joined one of the big eight accountancy firms (as it was then - now big 
four I think), Ernst & Whinney, now Ernst & Young, who sent me off to the provinces 
(Southampton) to keep me out of trouble. For part of the time I was in Southampton I 
shared a council flat (illicitly obtained I suspect) with two other trainees of the firm. It was in 
a hideously ugly block of flats which looked like a giant Nazi concrete bunker built by slave 
labour and which was so cold that I slept wearing a sailing fleece over my pyjamas inside a 
sleeping bag. It was the sort of place which, just by looking at it, made you want to give up 
on life and jump out of a 4 th -storey window. But, funnily enough, no-one ever touched my 
immaculate motor-cycle (a Honda 400 Four) which I kept in the underground car-park 
beneath the building. My monthly salary (I think it was less than £200/month) tended to last 
about three weeks, so I usually spent the last week of the month getting hungrier and 
hungrier. OK, so I occasionally stole a bowl of my flatmates' Cornflakes. Sue me. I must also 
admit with shame that I learned how to remove the centre slice from a loaf of sliced bread 
so that no-one would notice the loss, but this was an extreme measure only used when very 
hungry. I think my father thought that freezing, starving and living in a hideous block of flats 
was good life experience - or something. 

I stayed with Ernst & Whinney for about 5 years, until 1985 when I qualified as a Chartered 
Accountant (after several exam retakes and a year off study in the middle when I got 
married). I was initially based in the Southampton office, as stated, but moved to London in 
1982, where I worked mainly in the financial and insurance sectors; big banks and so on. 
When I moved to London I bought a one-bedroom flat in Baron's Court for £26,000 which I 
sold later in the same year. It was opposite an Australian pub at the front and the District 
Line at the back, so nice and peaceful. 



My father and I (looking like a grumpy French onion-seller) and a friend (Francesca Welbore 
Ker) at Westbury in about 1978/9 or thereabouts. 
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The author, Graham Senior-Milne, on the left, with his brother, Alan, on the right, looking 
like a moody pop star (him, not me). Taken at Westbury. I am guessing that this picture was 
taken in the early 1980s, when I was about 26 or 27. 

Some amusing incidents. 

One of the cars we had as a family run-around in the early to mid 1970s was a white Morris 
Marina; a popular four-door family saloon which competed with the Ford Escort and Ford 
Cortina. That model had a 1.8 litre MGB engine so was fairly powerful and, for this reason, 
was commonly used as a police car. These were generally white as well. It could manage 
over llOmph, as I can testify. On one occasion, my mother went on a regular shopping trip 
to Tunbridge Wells, our nearest large town. She parked the car and went off to do her 
shopping. When she came back, she found that she could not open any of the car doors; the 
key simply wouldn't work. After a time she decided to get help from a garage, so she went 
off to find one. She came back to the car accompanied by a rather fed-up mechanic on his 
lunch break. 'Here's my car' she said. The mechanic looked at the car, paused, looked at my 
mother in a resigned way and said 'Madam, this car has a blue light on the roof. You have 
spent half an hour trying to break into a police car.' My mother's car, a very similar white 
Morris Marina, was parked a few metres down the street. 

My father loved fudge, particularly home-made fudge, and he often bought a bag of fudge as 
a secret treat for himself (a hang-over from his childhood when he was given one penny 
every Saturday to go and buy sweets). Fie did this once while shopping in London but, 
unfortunately, left the bag of fudge in Gieves & Hawkes, a very up-market bespoke tailor 
situated at No. 1 Savile Row, London, where he had his suits made and bought beautiful 
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shirts made from Sea Island Cotton. This was during the period of IRA bomb scares in the UK 
and Gieves & Hawkes was not taking any chances with the unidentified bag left on the 
counter (they had a lot of very famous customers, including royalty). They called the Bomb 
Squad. The Bomb Squad arrived with sirens blaring, the street was sealed off, buildings were 
evacuated and a bomb disposal expert prepared to enter the building while everyone else 
took cover. At this point my father appeared, asking whether anyone had seen a bag of 
fudge. He got his fudge back but at the cost of some very dirty looks from the shop staff, 
other occupants of the street, disgruntled members of the public and the Bomb Squad. 
Perhaps he offered them some fudge as an apology. 'Fudge anyone? No? Oh, OK then. 1 Helps 
himself (munch, munch). 

My father was 6 foot 6 inches tall (about 2 metres) and was naturally given the nickname 
'Tiny' in the RAF, a nickname which stuck with him thereafter. He was pretty imposing 
physically and you would think twice before picking an argument with him (if he sat on you, 
you weren't going anywhere). Well, my parents were sailing in the Mediterranean with 
friends one year (I think it must have been Sardinia or possibly the Balearics) and they went 
out to a restaurant for dinner, which they did most evenings. On this occasion, for some 
reason, an argument developed between two of the waiters; one a small Italian and one a 
large African. From shouting and insults, it developed into fisticuffs and throwing things (like 
glass ashtrays, bottles, cutlery and so on). At this point my father decided that he had had 
enough. He walked over to the little Italian waiter, lifted him off the ground with one hand 
by the scruff of his neck and physically removed him to the other end of the restaurant. 
Things calmed down. A very grateful restaurant manager offered my parents' party a drink, 
so they asked for beer. When they asked for the bill, they were told that 'the drinks are on 
the house'. They felt rather annoyed at this because if they had known the drinks were free 
they would have ordered champagne - lots of it. 

Annabel 

In the summer of 1982 I met my future wife, Annabel Horsfield, and we were married in 
June 1983. Our families had known each other in Lagos, Nigeria, some 20 or so years earlier, 
where Annabel's father worked for the Commonwealth Development Corporation (CDC). My 
godmother. Aunt Esme (Houdret), was a friend of Annabel's parents, who she had known in 
South Africa. She later lived next to my mother's parents in Oxford. She only (re)introduced 
us once she had decided that I was respectable enough, having got rid of my motor-cycle, 
leathers, long greasy hair and acne (I was a sight in my teens - 24-inch loons, Jesus sandals, 
purple tie-dye T-shirt, heavy metal cross and chain etc.). This was in late June or early July 
1982 and we got engaged about four weeks later (on the August Bank Holiday), for two 
weeks of which I was abroad on holiday (sailing with my parents in Menorca), so we became 
engaged after having known each other for only two weeks. I had to catch her before she 
woke up. 


71 




Withyham Church and Vicarage, Withyham, Sussex. My parents' local church where Jamie, 
our eldest, was Christened. I proposed to Annabel here, on a bench just in front of the 
church (which you can see just below the left-hand side of the tree in the field). If you follow 
the lane going up the hill off to the right you come to the 500 Acre Wood of Winnie-the- 
Pooh fame (called the '100 akre wood' in the books). I know where the real Owl's Tree is 
because it was pointed out to me by a family friend who knew 'Christopher Robin'. She was 
called Valerie de la Bere, believe it or not (Bere/Bear/Winnie-the-Pooh. Geddit?), and her 
father was called Sir Rupert de la Bere (Rupert Bear) of Crowborough Place, Crowborough. 
Five minutes after I proposed, while walking back up the lane to the right, she decided that I 
ought to do it properly by going down on one knee, which I did and promptly fell into a 
ditch. 

Annabel was being chased by lots of would-be suitors at the time ('Sweaty Andrews' she 
called them) and, after we announced our engagement, one of them, a city slicker, asked me 
(note the diplomatic tone): "Why on earth did she choose you?" (impliedly adding "given the 
almost infinite number of people who would have been a better choice"), to which I replied: 
"I've no idea. I think she must be blind or stupid - or both." That was the answer of course; I 
couldn't see why she would choose me because I was not an arrogant, self-centred, 
narcissistic prat, unlike some people I could mention. I was, of course, gob-smacked because 
she was way out of my league. I felt as though I had unwittingly captured a unicorn. How 
long would she stay, this rare, beautiful, mysterious and untameable creature? 
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'Don't question why she needs to be so free. 

She'll tell you it's the only way to be. 

She just can't be chained 

To a life where nothing's gained 

And nothing's lost. 

At such a cost.' 

Ruby Tuesday (extract). The Rolling Stones. 

I romanticize everything - pay no attention. 

In November 1982 we bought a house together in Gowan Avenue, Fulham, which we 
renovated. The soggy carpet in the loo went first (plastic gloves, arms-length, hold nose), 
then the astro-turf in the tiny garden (I think one is meant to hoover it but it was more of a 
cats' lavatory). In fact, the interior was so disgusting (artistically as well as hygienically) that 
we stripped it of everything; carpets, wallpaper, curtains, kitchen cupboards - the lot, so that 
we were left with just the loo, the bath and the kitchen and bathroom sinks, and we 
changed those pretty quickly I can tell you. Of course, we were not married at that stage 
(November 1982, we were married in June 1983) and Annabel used to break off our 
engagement quite regularly (just to keep me on my toes). There was a pattern. The scene, 
normally on a Saturday morning, would usually be with her standing at the open front door 
with a large suitcase, recounting my latest sins of commission or omission, 37 and informing 
me that she was going off to her father's house in Kent and didn't want to see me ever 
again. She would then throw her engagement ring at me and storm off. I would retrieve the 
ring, which sometimes had flown past me into the kitchen (having bare floorboards and 
almost no furniture is an advantage sometimes). The next scene was of Annabel standing 
next to a bus stop in the Fulham Palace Road with her large suitcase and me begging her to 
come back (not always on my knees). She never did get onto that bus - thankfully - and, in 
any event, I suspect that the buses from that stop didn't go anywhere near Kent. I am also 
pretty sure that she never read the timetable. Our first child, James (Jamie), was born at 
Queen Charlotte's Hospital in July 1985. Fie was a beautiful baby and all Annabel's female 
friends took one look at him and got a gooey, broody look in their eyes. 


37 Why is it that women can remember every single thing a man has ever done wrong, and 
list them in order, while the poor man is left gaping like a fish and desperately trying to 
remember just one thing the woman has done wrong? Mind you, there is one sin a man can 
always lay at a woman's feet; the sin of remembering everything he has ever done wrong. 
Confucius he say "Happy marriage depends on you ignoring all my faults." 
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113 Gowan Avenue, London SW6. The kitchen. 



113 Gowan Avenue, London SW6. The drawing room from the dining room. Straight from 
The Official Sloane Ranger Handbook. 
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Shortly before I qualified in November 1985, we decided to move out of London because we 
did not want to bring up our children in a city. Because Annabel had studied Fine Art at 
Edinburgh University, later working for the Tate and the Antiques Trade Gazette in Covent 
Garden (where she earned more than I did - so she was brainier, more attractive and better 
paid than me), and because Edinburgh was a sizable and active financial centre, we looked 
for houses and job opportunities in that area. Basically, we wanted to live in the country 
while I worked in an attractive city which offered good career prospects (Edinburgh, Bath, 
Bristol, Exeter - something like that). Naturally, we did everything in the wrong order, buying 
a house before I had a job. The problem was that we found and fell in love with a really 
lovely Georgian house near Berwick-upon-Tweed, about an hour south of Edinburgh. It was 
called Sanson Seal, which means 'Health and happiness'. I remember ringing up my parents 
to tell them that we had bought a house - Me: "Hi Mum. It's me. We have bought a house." 
My mother: "Wonderful! Where?" Me: "Berwick-upon-Tweed." My mother: "But you don't 
have a job up there." Me: "Er, no, not yet." My mother: "Honestly Graham, you are a 
complete idiot. Your father will not be amused." 

I happened to show a photograph of our new house to the senior partner of Ernst & 
Whinney. I could see that the poor man was actually jealous, in spite of his massive salary. 
We were doing something he could only dream of, given that he was tied to his job. I, on the 
other hand, would give up everything to buy a house I had fallen in love with. Romantic, moi. 

One quite amusing incident from our time in London was when my brother-in-law, then a 
Major in the army, was commanding a detachment of soldiers guarding the Tower of 
London, which includes guarding the Crown Jewels of course. He stayed in a small first-floor 
flat in one of the towers reserved for the officer commanding the guard (I have an idea it 
was over the Jewel Room) and Annabel and I arranged to go and visit him one day after work 
(I was working nearby in the City). It must have been the day he moved in or shortly 
afterwards. Anyway, Annabel and I met at the main entrance and then made our way to the 
large main double-door of the tower in which the flat was. There was a doorbell there (one 
of those big old-fashioned ones with a great big button in the middle) so Annabel pressed it. 
No sign of life (we couldn't hear the bell ringing). So she pressed it again. Nope, nothing. So 
she pressed the doorbell and kept on pressing it (I think she was a bit hot and bothered from 
the Tube journey). We then noticed groups of armed soldiers running everywhere. Clearly, 
there was some sort of emergency. What had happened was that my brother-in-law, not 
having been in the flat for long, had never heard the doorbell before. So, when he heard a 
bell ringing continuously he thought it was the alarm of the Jewel Room, where the Crown 
Jewels are kept. So he called out the guard. Major panic. Soldiers everywhere. Complete 
lockdown. Action stations! Weapons at the ready! Who goes there?! Meanwhile Annabel 
was standing there pressing the bell saying "Honestly, I do wish he'd answer the door." We 
did get in eventually and had a well-deserved gin and tonic. I don't think my brother-in-law 
admitted to his soldiers why he had called them out. He probably claimed that he was just 
testing their readiness. When he was based at an army base in Lancashire, he had a 
neighbour called Major Hassle (that's how it was pronounced anyway). I was really hoping 
that his commanding officer would be called General Confusion, but alas no. 

Actually, another amusing story. In London, I sometimes drove to work (opposite St. 

Thomas' Hospital) and usually parked near the office under some railway arches which had 
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quite a pigeon population. The car got covered in pigeon poo as a result. One day, having left 
the car at home, I came home from work and Annabel said: "Well, I've given the car a good 
clean." Me: "Great! How did you get all the pigeon poo off?" Annabel: "Oh, that was easy. I 
just gave the car a good scrub with wire wool." The entire car was covered in great swirly 
scratches - irremovable, but it was rather zany and artistic. 

The Mansion House, Sanson Seal 



Sanson Seal, Berwick-upon-Tweed, Northumberland. 



View from the front door of Sanson Seal looking south towards the Cheviots. The River 
Tweed is in front of the band of trees in the lower middle of the picture. Longridge Towers 
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School is in the belt of trees behind that. From this point you can also see the sea (to the left 
of the picture). To the right you can see the Eildon Hills in the Borders, almost 30 miles away, 
where King Arthur's knights are said to lie sleeping. The best view in England. 



Sunday lunch at Sanson Seal in about 1986. I am nearest the camera. Annabel is at the 
opposite end of the table. 

North Northumberland was, and still is, very much a farming community. At that time (the 
1980s) there were very few newcomers and people were quite interested in why we would 
want to move to the area when we had no family connections there. I actually have loads of 
connections in the area, some going back over 1000 years, and I found that comments like 
"Did you know that my ancestor, Gospatric, Earl of Northumbria, 38 owned all this land one 
thousand years ago?" went down well. A large landowner once said to me: "It takes me 
three days to ride round the boundary of my estate.", to which I replied: "Yes, I had a horse 
like that once." That's a stolen joke. Actually, one visitor to our house asked me: "How much 
land do you own?" To which cheeky question I replied: "As far as the eye can see - as long as 
you can't see over the hedge." (We were looking at the view in the picture above). But they 
were very friendly on the whole and we met lots of people. Annabel was very out-going and 


38 He is buried in the porch of the church of the village where I live, Norham (see below). See 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gospatric, Earl of Northumbria . 
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a great organiser of dinner parties. We could fit 14 round the dinner table. 39 Many of the 
people we met could be described as fairly or very wealthy farmers or landowners. They 
were a good bunch on the whole, though I once heard one of them say: "I don't know how 
anyone can manage with less than £5 million." I was standing there thinking: "I could bloody 
well tell you! Every electricity bill is a disaster!" You can tell that you are in posh company 
when people refer to other people as counties, cities or towns, such as "I was talking to 
Devon the other day..." This means the Earl of Devon, of course. Mind you, high society 
brings its own problems. One guest, farmed out to us for a very posh wedding, kept injecting 
himself with what he claimed was vitamin C which he said he needed for a vitamin 
deficiency. I actually believed him and was pretty outraged when I realised (about a year 
later) that it was probably heroin (he sat there injecting himself at the dinner table). I think 
everyone else knew. 

Hunting, shooting and fishing were very much the main sporting activities and many of our 
friends used to shoot four or five days a week in the season. They just pretended to work 
during the summer and, during the harvest, would fall asleep at the dinner table to prove 
how tired they were. When this happens, before you withdraw to the (with)drawing room, 
you put one of those toy talking parrots next to them, screeching (max volume and on a 
loop): "Wake up fatty! Wake up fatty!" or similar. Not that long ago Annabel phoned a friend 
of ours mistakenly using his office number (the 'office' on the farm, which, if actually used, is 
a place to escape from the wife and play computer games). He never got back to her and his 
wife later told us that he hardly ever went into it and, in fact, had now lost the key. Everyone 
mixed pretty well (Heaven help you if you were stand-offish with ghillies, beaters and so on) 
and out on a shoot the beaters were generally much better dressed than the guns. The guns 
wore any old clothes, usually a battered Barbour or such like, while the beaters wore the 


39 Annabel sometimes put her foot in it at lunches or dinner parties. On one occasion, a 
regimental ball (the Light Infantry Ball in Shrewsbury), she found herself sitting next to a man 
in a dinner jacket (being a regimental ball, almost all the men were in mess kit - regimental 
evening wear). So, assuming he was a civilian, she asked him: "And what do you do?", to 
which he replied: "Madam, I am the Colonel of the Regiment." I have no idea why he was not 
in mess kit. Perhaps he split his trousers or something. Nonetheless, it was quite flattering 
for Annabel to be invited to sit next to the senior officer in the room. Mind you, if I was the 
senior officer at a ball and Annabel came into the room, I would also insist that she sit next 
to me, and stuff what it said on the place card ("Sorry Duchess, but you're actually sitting at 
Table G, over there by the loos."). On another occasion, a lunch at a large country house 
nearby (Manderston), she was discussing a recent storm with her neighbour. She said: "It 
was terrible, we lost dozens of trees." To which he replied: "Yes, I know, we lost hundreds." 
Annabel: "Oh really. And where do you live?" Man: "Mellerstain." He was the Earl of 
Haddington and Mellerstain is one of the great houses in the Borders. At dinner parties at 
home, Annabel would occasionally do things like forget to serve the potatoes, and then 
remember them just as everyone was finishing their main course. Annabel: "Oh dear! I've 
forgotten the potatoes! Would anyone like a potato?" Polite mumbles of "No, really, thank 
you. I'm quite happy." or "No thank you, I happen to be on a potato-free diet this week." and 
so on. 
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most magnificent tweeds. Any gun who turned up too smartly dressed was instantly labelled 
an outsider, no matter how rich they were. Worn and tatty was the look to go for. Tweeds 
were only acceptable if they were very old or very old and very funny (orange, for instance, 
which I have seen). Or maybe it was just the shoots I was invited to. I remember I once 
clipped a pheasant which promptly landed in a tree and just sat there on a branch looking 
gormless. This posed a problem. One couldn't leave a wounded bird to suffer a lingering 
death. On the other hand, it was absolutely taboo to shoot a sitting bird. So, wordlessly, I 
handed my shotgun to a beater standing next to me who promptly shot the bird. Neither of 
us spoke; it was understood what needed to be done - and why. Shooting is full of unspoken 
rules like that, such as 'Try not to shoot your neighbour's dog.' Speaking of dogs, on one 
shoot, standing around chatting between drives, a dog cocked its leg behind me and 
managed to pee straight into the top of my left welly (Wellington boot). It seemed to have 
drunk a small lake. I only realized what was going on when a warm feeling started to move 
up my leg. I was not amused - unlike everyone else. The dog escaped punishment (try 
catching a dog when you are hopping around in one boot, having thrown the other one at 
the dog and missed). 

I never really got involved in fishing, though I have a beautiful old Hardy split-cane rod and 
did a bit of fly-fishing (for trout) on occasion. Old customs die hard and at Sanson Seal we 
once found a huge poached (that is, stolen, not cooked) salmon left outside our front door in 
a black plastic bag. It was a sort of feudal tribute I guess (from our gardener, George, I think, 
who was definitely a poacher - he was a Glaswegian, very short but incredibly strong, and I 
literally couldn't understand a word he said). As far as hunting goes, we went to the principal 
meets as foot followers and Annabel was on the Hunt Ball Committee of the Berwickshire 
Hunt for some years. The Hunt Ball was always a major event and we were fortunate to have 
several to go to (Berwickshire, North Northumberland and College Valley, West Percy and so 
on). The Berwickshire Hunt Ball was always held in a big house (Manderston, Duns Castle, 
Marchmont and so on) but, one year (before Annabel joined the Committee), they held the 
ball in the Drill Hall in Duns (basically a large shed). It was a little sad to see a line of 
dowagers dressed in ball gowns and diamonds lined up against the wall on stackable plastic 
chairs and looking rather nonplussed. They didn't try that one again. Mind you, the Drill Hall 
was perfect for 'Strip the Willow'; we had the longest line I have ever seen. Brilliant fun. 

Of course, not everyone was friendly all of the time, so let me see if I can recall any amusing 
incidents. I would say, in passing, that those people who were rude in any way were 
generally those who were not quite at the top of the tree, and who therefore seemed to feel 
a need to defend their status by putting down those who (I suppose) they thought might 
challenge their place in the social hierarchy (how I am not quite sure). Those right at the top 
of the tree had no need to prove their status and so were generally much better mannered. 
If they talked to a person at all, they were invariably polite and completely natural. One 
incident I remember is when we invited a certain hereditary peer to dinner (a 20 th century 
creation and therefore hardly a proper peerage at all - almost as downmarket as a life 
peerage). Now, we have a really beautiful white and navy blue antique Spode dinner service, 
with a thin line of gold (real gold) round the edge. Inherited, naturally. Very simple and very 
elegant but it does bear a passing resemblance to the dinner service used on the GNER 
trains, which is also white and navy blue. Naturally, the peer in question made a point of 
saying: "Oh, these plates look like the ones they use on the trains." I am not quite sure there 
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wasn't also an implied suggestion in there that we might have stolen the plates off a train (I 
suppose you could accumulate quite a collection over a year or two if you stole one plate at 
a time). I said in reply: "Do you think they use antique Spode china on the trains? I doubt it 
somehow, but I can see why someone who knows nothing about china couldn't tell the 
difference." Ouch! His wife later had an affair with the Master of Foxhounds (MFH) and they 
ended up getting divorced. I later asked him by E-Mail if his family had bought the peerage 
(that happened in those days), which provoked an indignant response on House of Lords 
headed paper. For some reason we haven't spoken since. 

Another incident was when we went to dinner with some near neighbours who consider 
themselves to be very grand (the family's rise to fame and fortune seems to have started 
with an ancestor in the eighteenth century who embezzled a large amount of public money - 
I check these things). The main course was roast pheasant. For some reason, the lady of the 
house said to me: "If you don't like pheasant I can make you some scrambled eggs." Now 
this is an incredibly rude thing to say because it implies that you are the sort of person 
(lowlife) who never comes across pheasant on a menu. Eggs, chips and beans maybe, or 
deep fried Mars bars, but not pheasant. The sort of person, in fact, who when presented 
with a plate of smoked salmon says: "Ugh! I don't like raw fish!" But, fortunately, I am one of 
those people who is so thick that I only realize that someone has been rude to me several 
days later, when I say to myself "Blimey! That was bloody rude!" I then try to think of some 
clever riposte which, of course, I have forgotten by the time I next meet the culprit. So that 
sort of behaviour is pretty useless with me because I generally don't even notice it. 
Frustrating, but there you go. I just said: "I'm quite happy, thank you very much." It's 
amazing how often being polite annoys the hell out of people. One of their sons married a 
girl with a double-barrelled surname which includes my surname, so I sent them an E-Mail 
saying: 'I'm glad to see you're marrying into a respectable family at last!' 

Annabel was, for a time, a committee member of our local NADFAS (National Association of 
Decorative and Fine Arts Societies). Almost all the members were women of a certain class 
and age (tweeds, pearls - you get the idea). It was very popular and had a long waiting list. 
The society arranged for experts in various arts-related fields to give monthly lectures/talks 
on various subjects, usually at some local hotel or big house. Afterwards the ladies would 
have a bite to eat, a drink and a natter. Some of the speakers who were not local and came 
by train to Berwick-upon-Tweed stayed with us because we were nearby. Anyway, one of 
these was an expert in china (the stuff you eat off, not the country). Well, we gave a dinner 
party for him on the night he arrived and at one point, thinking that our guest would be 
interested, I said: "You know, Annabel was given a piece of the Nanking cargo as a leaving 
present from her company, the Antiques Trade Gazette. It's over there on the mantel piece." 
The Nanking cargo was the cargo of a ship, the Geldermalsen, which sank in 1752 in the 
South China Sea carrying a huge cargo of Chinese porcelain to the Netherlands. The wreck 
was found in 1985, 233 years later, and the cargo was found to be almost perfectly 
preserved because, I think, it was packed in tea leaves - or something. It was just slightly 
faded to a beautiful, soft patina of white and blue. It had a wonderful, and unique, 
translucent, shell-like quality, beautiful to look at. Anyway, a large part of the porcelain was 
sold at auction and Annabel's company bought a piece to give to Annabel as a leaving 
present, when she was expecting our eldest, Jamie. It was a small kind of white and blue 
bowl type thingy; really lovely. So, I took the bowl type thingy off the mantel piece and 
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handed it to my neighbour, saying: "Pass it round the table. It's really lovely. But do be 
careful with it, it is very delicate." Anyway, it was passed reverently round the table and 
everyone had a good look at it. But there wasn't quite the "Ooh, aah, what a lovely piece of 
porcelain - beautiful patina" reaction I had expected. People just mumbled something polite. 
When it got back to me, I took it and turned it over. It said 'Made in Birmingham' on the 
bottom. The actual piece of Nanking treasure was on the mantel piece in the drawing room 
and I had just got muddled up since the two pieces were vaguely similar (small white and 
blue china bowls). I am not sure what people thought; whether (a) I was just an idiot, (b) 
Annabel's company was a bunch of cheapskates who had fobbed her off with a piece of 
rubbish (actually, you couldn't meet a nicer bunch), (c) someone had stolen the original and 
swapped it for a piece of junk or (d) I was trying to make fools of them. Annabel, I am 
guessing, just thought it was funny. She probably said to the expert, who was sitting on her 
right: "Pay no attention to my husband. He is an idiot. He wouldn't know a Chinese bowl from 
a hole in the ground." I told a rude joke to change the subject ("There was an Englishman, a 
Scotsman and an Irishman marooned on a desert island with 16 beautiful sex-starved 
nurses..."). My excuse is that the dining-room was quite dark, being lit only by candle light 
and small table lamps on the sideboard. I didn't go to the lecture. 

As far as my job was concerned, through a local friend of a neighbour in London I joined a 
local two-partner firm of Chartered Accountants, with one partner in Berwick-upon-Tweed 
and one in Kelso. I joined the Berwick office with a view to becoming a partner in due 
course. After six months or so I decided it was not for me (at that stage anyway - it was a life¬ 
long commitment) and I joined one of the big firms of accountants in Edinburgh, Arthur 
Young, as an IT auditor and IT consultant, again working mainly in the banking sector, 
particularly the Bank of Scotland. I was with them from 1987 to 1988, then I was an IT 
Auditor with Scottish Homes, Edinburgh from 1989 to 1992 and then I was Financial 
Controller with Scottish Borders Enterprise, Galashiels from 1992 to 1996, where I ran the 
Finance Department and IT systems. I then set up my own little internet business. Cogent 
Communications, in an attempt to build a high quality website for leading craftsmen (there 
was no really good portal for them on the web at that time). I ran this from 1996 to 1997 but 
it simply wasn't making enough money, so I had to look for a job. In January 1998 I joined 
Lloyds TSB as an IT Audit Manager in their London head office, commuting weekly down to 
London. Essentially, I assessed the design of the bank's computer systems (internal and 
internet), including development projects, largely in relation to security. In a performance 
review in this period my manager wrote: 'You have forgotten more than I have ever learned.’ 
He was quite correct. Cue applause. I moved to a similar position with Scottish Widows in 
Edinburgh (which Lloyds TSB took over in 2000) in January 2002, following a heart attack in 
September 2001, when I was aged 46, caused mainly by stress at work (I hated internal 
auditing because people treat you like a traffic warden with Ebola, only not so popular). I 
was fired as a whistle blower from Scottish Widows in 2003 and haven't worked since (16 
years and counting). More on this later. 
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My father and I at my brother's wedding in Me at a friend's wedding in Cambridge. 

1990. 

Edrington House 

In the meantime, in 1996 we had moved from Sanson Seal to a converted dovecote ('The 
Dovecote') near Lowick, some ten miles south of Berwick, opposite Holy Island and near St. 
Cuthbert's Cave. We stayed there until 1998 (it wasn't really 'us' somehow - not dilapidated 
enough probably) when we moved to an old Scottish tower house (the walls were four foot 
thick at the base), within a mile of our old home, called Edrington House, built in the early 
1600s, which was actually just over the border in Scotland (Mordington, Berwickshire). It 
was a paradise; a historic, grade ll-listed Georgian house with about 14 acres of land, 
including woods, a paddock, a huge walled garden with its original 18 th century layout (which 
produced apples, plums, pears, figs, peaches, strawberries (little wild ones), raspberries, 
blackcurrants, redcurrants, gooseberries, potatoes, carrots, beans and so on), a stream, 
coach house/stables and a gate lodge (both in separate ownership), various other 
outbuildings and a long drive of about quarter of a mile. We had red squirrels in the garden 
and otters in the stream (at least we found their poo - either that or it was a very small 
Northumbrian hippopotamus) and we kept a horse (Oggie) and a pony (Pickles) in the 
paddock. We also had two dogs (Bramble and Lawson) and a cat (Pushkin). 
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A Grade II Listed farm steading with dovecote 
that enjoys far-reaching panoramic views 


The Dovecote, Lowick. The drawing room from estate agent's particulars. 



The Dovecote, Lowick. View looking south towards the Cheviots. Not a house in sight. 



The Dovecote, Lowick. The kitchen/family room. There was also a dining room. 
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Edrington House in 2000. The white 'harling' (lime-based render) is made using broken sea- 
shells which glitter when wet, making the house glimmer like a fairy castle when the sunlight 
catches the walls. In some years, the lawn shown was covered in tiny blue flowers 
(speedwell possibly) - the blue lawns of Edrington. 



Edrington House in 2000, with Oggie (left) and Pickles (right), who I think was 34 at the time. 
Note the battlements ('An Englishman's castle is his home' - or something). 
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Edrington House. The drawing room. 



Edrington House. The drawing room. 
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Edrington House. Aerial view. The paddock is on the left. The stream was in the woods 
behind the house, which is quite a steep valley. My Land Rover Discovery is parked in front 
of the house. 



Edrington House. The hall. Visitors' book, croquet set, old rods, shooting sticks, bridle and so 
on. 
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The author in front of Edrington House (2004) by Margaret Peach of Kelso. I actually wanted 
a portrait of Annabel but that didn't happen. So, when the artist arrived at my house I said 
"Oh well, you'd better paint me instead." Hence the portrait. A brave attempt at making me 
look human. The hat is the chapeau of a feudal baron of Scotland. More of this later. 
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Our second child, Hugh, was born in 1990 in Edinburgh and our third, Georgina (Georgie), in 
1991 in Berwick-upon-Tweed. The two nurses who looked after Annabel in the Berwick 
Infirmary when Georgie was born were called Breda ('Breeder'. Geddit?) and Bertha. All 
three of our children went to an excellent local school called Longridge Towers, though 
Jamie went on to Glenalmond, Perthshire, in 2001, Hugh went on to Sexey's School, Bruton, 
Somerset, in 2007 and Georgie went to Epsom College, Surrey, for the first year of her A 
levels in 2009, returning to Longridge for her final year of 2010-2011. Our children were at 
school at Longridge for over 20 years, 1990 to 2011 (apart from 2009), and Annabel worked 
there as a teacher for some years (Art and Domestic Science). 

Separation and divorce 

Unfortunately, Annabel and I separated in 2003 (I knew she would develop some common 
sense eventually). She bought an old farmhouse near Coldingham, north of Berwick-upon- 
Tweed, and I bought a cottage in Norham, a really beautiful and historic village on the Tweed 
(a contender in a Country Life 'Most beautiful village in England' competition). Many of the 
houses in the village, including mine I think, were built with stones from the castle. I guess 
this means that, technically, I live in a castle (well, that's the way I look at it), just a rather 
small castle that happens to look like a cottage. My planning application for a moat and 
drawbridge was turned down by the local council, but I do have a sign on my front door 
which says 'WIPE YOUR KNEES BEFORE ENTERING'. 40 I do like to be welcoming. What 
remains of the castle proper is still pretty massive, but it is a fraction of what was there 
originally. The children stayed with Annabel, though they visited me fairly often, since I was 
only a few miles from their school. We were divorced in 2011, via a single sheet of crumpled 
and badly printed paper from a Scottish court, like a parking ticket that has been left out in 
the rain. And who the hell do they think they are, I'd like to know? The Pope? In 2006/7 I 
studied for a Graduate Diploma in Law at Northumbria University, but, in the event, I 
decided not to pursue a career in law for reasons that will become clear (basically, any 
contact with judges or lawyers makes me feel 'soiled 1 , want to burn all my clothes, and have 
a bath in undiluted antiseptic). In 2008 I started legal proceedings against my ex-employers, 
Lloyds TSB (now Lloyds Banking Group). These proceedings, and other connected 
proceedings, continued until 2013/14. Since late 2013 I have been the full-time live-in carer 
for my mother, who is now 91 (as of 2019), and have only visited my cottage (sorry, castle) in 
Norham twice since then. 


40 This implies that everyone who enters my house does so on their knees; me being very 
grand and all that. Joke. Geddit? 
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Jamie, Hugh and Georgie at Sanson Seal, about 1994/5. 



Castle Street, Norham, in 2004. My cottage is on the left, the fourth down. Norham Castle is 
in the background. An ancestor of mine. Sir Robert Manners of Etal (d. 1355), ancestor of the 
Dukes of Rutland, was Constable of Norham Castle in the early 1300s (which makes me the 
king of the castle and you the dirty rascal). If there's one thing I can't stand, it's snobbery 
and one-upmanship. People trying to pretend they're superior. Makes it so much harder for 
those of us who really are. 
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Annabel. An oil portrait done in 2019. The background is the Villa Marchesa, Amalfi, where 
we spent our honeymoon in 1983.1 think this captures her perfectly. If Helen of Troy was to 
see this picture she would retire to a nunnery. If you were to put this painting beside the 
Mona Lisa, which painting do you think people would look at? Not the Mona Lisa. 
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Jamie and Hugh. A more recent photo, taken around 2010 I guess. 



My mother, Pam. 
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Georgie with her goddaughter. Willow (2020). 



Georgie and Hugh at Goswick Beach, 5 minutes from my home in Norham. Don't tell anyone! 


92 





Why Annabel is a queen. 



Their Majesties King Graham and Queen Annabel. I include this section for my own 
amusement, but it is 100% true, which is what makes it funny. Annabel dismisses the whole 
business with a wave of the hand (which is pretty regal if you think about it), which must 
make her the only woman in history who doesn't want to be Lady Muck, Princess Pushy or 
The Queen of Sheba. I, on the other hand... Here's the logic. 

1. I am the Baron of Mordington. The proof of this is that in 2007 I was recognized as 
Baron of Mordington by the Lord Lyon King of Arms, who, in such matters, sits as a 
Scottish judge in a Scottish court; the Court of the Lord Lyon. The document which 
proves this is the Grant of Arms dated 30/10/2007 bearing the signature and seal of 
the Lord Lyon King of Arms. My passport (official observations page) says 'THE 
HOLDER IS GRAHAM NASSAU GORDON SENIOR-MILNE, BARON OF MORDINGTON 1 . 



The official observations page of my passport. 
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2. The Barony of Mordington is a regality. The Barony of Mordington was erected into 
a regality (which I explain below) by King Robert II on 24/3/1382, when James 
Douglas, son of Sir James Douglas, Baron of Mordington, became engaged to 
Elizabeth, daughter of the future King Robert III; that is, the younger James Douglas 
became engaged to the king's (King Robert ll's) grand-daughter. The document which 
proves this is referred to in the authoritative Scots Peerage (Vol. VI; p. 350), the 
standard reference work on the Scots peerage, which refers to the Registrum Honoris 
de Morton (Vol. II; p. 148) where the Crown Charter of 24/3/1382, states (p. 149): 'in 
feod[ o et heredit]ote in lib[er]am regalia[m] feu regalitate[ m] a/[m] q[u]atuor 
punct[ is] ad corona[m] n[ost]ram p[er]t/ne[n]t[ibus]'; that is, in free regality with the 
Four Pleas of the Crown (jurisdiction to try all criminal and civil cases including 
murder, rape, arson and robbery). These words are repeated (unabbreviated) in a 
further grant by Crown Charter of 10/7/1385 (Vol II, p. 156). This means that the 
grantee exercised all the powers of the Crown, excluding only the right to try treason. 
That the Barony of Mordington was erected into a regality at that time was 
confirmed to me in writing (E-Mail dated 3/9/2012) by one of Scotland's leading 
genealogists, Frank Bigwood (husband of the well-known Scottish genealogist, 
Rosemary Bigwood, who wrote Tracing your Ancestors in Scotland). Various regalities 
have been recognized recently by the Lord Lyon, including the Lordship and Regality 
of Garioch on 30/4/2015, although he only recognized the title, not the rights and 
privileges that go with it (because they were irrelevant in that context). The Regality 
of Mordington is also shown in Edinburgh University's Atlas of Scottish History to 
1707 (map on p. 207, 'Regalities, earldoms and Lordships in early 15 th -century 
Scotland'-, that is, in 1405). The holder of a Regality is known as a Lord of Regality. 

3. A Lord of Regality is a little king (Requlus) and the title is a royal one because the 
holder exercises royal (sovereign) powers in his regality; that is, he exercises the 
entire powers of the Crown via the full panoply (institutions) of a sovereign state, 
including Parliament (with its own barons of the regality). Exchequer, court system, 
army and navy, if appropriate, and so on. A king is a person who exercises sovereign 
power and Lords of Regality did just that. Lord Bankton, an institutional writer 
regarded as authoritative in Scottish courts of law, states, in his An Institute of the 
Laws of Scotland (II, III, para. 83), that (my emphasis): ' Anciently all nobility, in the 
modern states, proceeded from such fees [baronies and regalities]; thus the title of 
Baron included that of Duke, Marquis and Earl, as well as that of Lord. All barons 
were equally intitled, as Lords of Parliament, to sit and vote in it; the three estates, 
consisting of the clergy, barons and commissioners of borows. Some persons with 
greater merit or interest with the sovereign, were invested with higher privileges than 
barons, by erection of their lands into regalities. This royal dignity implied an ample 
jurisdiction, extending even to capital crimes, and, in some particulars, exclusive of 
the king's judges ordinary, or sheriffs; so that they were Requli, or little kings; hence 
the kingdom was divided into royalty and regality: the Royalty were those parts which 
were immediately subject to the king's judges; the Regality where the king's judges 
had no access, unless, on particular occasions, it was indulged to them by special 
statutes.' The King's Writ did not run in a regality and royal officials could not even 
enter them. Sir George Mackenzie, an institutional writer regarded as authoritative in 
Scottish courts of law, states that Lords of Regality in Scotland had the same powers 
as Earls Palatine in England (Nisbet; System of Heraldry; Vol. II; p. 46) and he also says 
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(Observations; 47) that (my emphasis): A lord of regality is Requlus, a little king, and 
takes off the people from an immediate dependence on the king’. The word 'palatine' 
comes from the Latin palatium meaning 'of the palace' and reflects the fact that a 
palatine lord exercised the same powers as the king in his palace. So that is two 
institutional writers who confirm that a Lord of Regality is a king. 

4. The rights and privileges of Lords of Regality were protected as they were in 1707 
by Article 20 of the Treaty of Union. As I show elsewhere in this document. 
Parliament is 'unalterably bound' by the Treaty of Union (Second Report from the 
Committee for Privileges; 20/10/1999; Appendix 2; para. 20) and it has no power to 
alter or abrogate the document which established it and which defines, and thus 
limits, its own powers. It follows that any law which contravenes the Treaty of Union 
is void and of no effect. As I also show elsewhere, this fact has been recognized by 
the principal law officer of the Crown in Scotland, the Lord Advocate (McCormick v. 
Lord Advocate 1953 SC 396), by the House of Lords itself in an official report (Reports 
of the Lords Committees touching the Dignity of a Peer of the Realm; ordered to be 
printed 18/5/1829; Vol. 1; p. 121) and by several leading court cases, as cited below. 
The fact that various Acts of Parliament have claimed to abrogate various parts of the 
Treaty of Union does not prove that Parliament had the power to do so and the 
doctrine of the supremacy of Parliament, which is used to justify such abrogations, is 
a judicial invention, did not even exist in 1707, does not exist in Scots law, and, in any 
event, is clearly precluded by the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties (Articles 
46 (internal law), 49 (fraud), 50 (corruption of a representative) and 53 (conflict with 
peremptory norm)). It follows that, as a Lord of Regality, I enjoy the same rights, 
privileges and powers as Lords of Regality did in 1707. In this context see Whaley v. 
Lord Watson 2000 SC 340 at pp. 357-8 where Lord Prosser said: 'If and in so far as a 
parliament may have powers which are not limited by any kind of legal definition, 
there is no doubt scope for concepts of 'sovereignty', with the courts unable to 
enforce boundaries which do not exist. But if and in so far as a parliament and its 
powers have been defined, and thus limited, by law, it is in my opinion self-evident 
that the courts have jurisdiction in relation to these legal definitions and limits, just as 
they would have for any other body created by law.' See also Jackson & Ors v. Her 
Majesty's Attorney General [2005] UKHL 56, a House of Lords decision binding on all 
lower courts, where reference was made to Bribery Commissioner v. Ranasinghe 
[1965] AC 172 where the Privy Council stated at p. 197-8 (my emphasis): 'A 
legislature has no power to ignore the conditions of law-making that are imposed by 
the instrument which itself regulates its power to make law. This restriction exists 
independently of the question whether the legislature is sovereign, as is the 
legislature of Ceylon, or whether the constitution is 'uncontrolled,' as the board [in 
McCawley's case [1920] AC 691] held the constitution of Queensland to be. Such a 
constitution can, indeed, be altered or amended by the legislature, if the regulating 
instrument so provides and if the terms of those provisions are complied with: and the 
alteration or amendment may include the change or abolition of those very 
provisions. But the proposition which is not acceptable is that a legislature, once 
established, has some inherent power derived from the mere fact of its establishment 
to make a valid law by the resolution of a bare majority which its own constituent 
instrument has said shall not be a valid law unless made by a different type of 
majority or by a different legislative process.' Article 25 of the Treaty of Union states: 
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'That all Laws and Statutes in either Kingdom so far as they are contrary to, or 
inconsistent with the Terms of these Articles, or any of them, shall from and after the 
Union cease and become void, and shall be so declared to be by the respective 
Parliaments of the said Kingdoms.' All the Articles in the Treaty are binding and 
irrevocable, as Article 25 clearly states, so Parliament has no power to alter or 
abrogate them in any way. To do so would require renegotiation between the two 
countries. The US Constitution is identical in nature to the Treaty of Union in that it is 
an agreement between sovereign states, the relevant US States (which were not 
subject to any other state), to form another sovereign state, the United States of 
America, subject to that agreement. No-one has suggested that the US Constitution 
is somehow 'out of date' or no longer applicable - or that the US Congress and/or 
Senate have any inherent power to abrogate the US Constitution. Far from it. 

5. Even if I do not retain the rights and privileges of a Lord of Regality as they were in 
1707, the title itself remains unaffected. This is in the same way that the monarch is 
still called King or Queen even though the office does not exercise anything like the 
royal powers it once did and is a mere shadow of its former self in that respect. And a 
peer is still a peer (Duke, Marquis, Earl or whatever) even if he no longer sits in the 
House of Lords following the passing of the House of Lords Act 1999. Specifically the 
Heritable Jurisdictions Act 1746 abrogated (purported to abrogate - see previous 
paragraph) the jurisdictions only, not the titles, which is why the Lord Lyon has 
recognized such titles. 

6. When a Lord of Regality or holder of a similar title of nobility marries, his wife 
acquires an estate for life in the rank and title. In other words, she holds the rank 
and title for life, even if she and the title holder are later divorced. She only loses the 
rank and title if she remarries a commoner (Ugh! What a thought!). The proof of this 
is the case of Earl Cowley v. Countess Cowley (1901, AC, 450), where the court held 
that the Countess remained a Countess even after she and her husband divorced. 
Palmer, in his Peerage Law in England (Stevens & Sons, London, 1907, p. 17-18) 
quotes the judgment in that case (my emphasis): 'When, in 1895, her husband 
became Earl Cowley, she acquired an estate for life in his dignity . (See Co. Litt. 
16b.).That has been the law ever since Coke's time, and is not, I believe, disputed. Her 
life estate was not terminable on the death of her husband, but was terminable on 
her second marriage with a commoner. (See Co. Litt. 16b.). So long as her life estate 
in the earldom was undetermined [i.e. she was still alive and had not remarried to a 
commoner] she was entitled to the honour and dignity of a peeress and the name 
attached to it.' 'Co. Litt.' refers to Coke upon Littleton (Sir Edward Coke (1552-1634) 
is the greatest legal writer in English history) which says (Coventry, Thomas; A 
Readable Edition of Coke upon Littleton; Saunders and Benning; London; 1830; 16b.): 
'And it is to be observed, that nobility may be granted for a term of life by an act of 
law without any actual creation; as if a duke take a wife, by the intermarriage she is a 
duchess in law; and so of a marquis, an earl, and the rest, and in some other cases.' 

7 . In other words, I am a King and Annabel is a Queen and she remains so in spite of 
our divorce in 2011. What a scream! Now you know why she divorced me. 

Annoying? Moi? In any event, Annabel is certainly the Baroness of Mordington and is 
thus Lady Mordington. Scots Heraldry (2nd Ed.; p. 209), the standard reference work, 
states that 'a Laird's wife is legally "the Lady Lour”.' If the wife of a laird is a 'Lady', 
then the wife of a baron certainly is, since all barons are also lairds. Case proved. 
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[The wording on the seal reads 'Sigillum Officii Leonis Regis Armorum': that is 'Official Seal of the Lyon King of Arms' ] 


My grant of arms of 2007 confirming that I am the Baron of Mordington. 


Tit. III. Fees, Koble or Ignoble. The Regalia. 5 
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thcfe were baronies and regalities ; and anciently all nobility, in the 
modern dates, proceeded from fuch fees: thus the tide of Baron in¬ 
cluded that of Duke, Marquis anJ Earl, as well as that of Lord. 
All barons were equally intitled, as lords of parliament, to fit and 
vote in it; the three eftates, confiding of the clergy, barons and 
commiffioners of borows'*, as I havefhown elfewhere 1 ’. Some per- 
fons of greater merit or intcrcft with the fovcrcign, were inverted 
with higher privileges than barons, by cre&ion of their lands into 
regalities. This royal dignity implied an ample jurifdi-ftion, extend¬ 
ing even to capital crimes, and, in fomc particulars, exclufivc of the 
king’s judges ordinary, of Iheriffs; fo that they were Reguliy or little 
kings; hence the kingdom was divided into royalty and regality': 
the Royalty were thofc parts which were immediately fubjeft to the 
king’s judges; the Regality, where the kind's judges had no accefs, 
unlefs, on particular occafions, it was indulged them by fpccial rta- 
tutes *. Hence, likewile, the privilege of Repledging, competent to 
lords and bailies of regality, took place. 


Lord Bankton, An Institute of the Lows of Scotland, II, III, para. 83, confirming that a regality 
is a ’royal dignity 1 which makes the holder a king. 
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Edinburgh University's Atlas of Scottish History to 1707 (map on p. 207, ’ Regalities , earldoms 
and Lordships in early 15 th -century Scotland'; that is, in 1405). The Regality of Mordington is 
indicated by the red arrow. 
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Another one of the same occasion. Rozie's dawgie leading the way. 
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Scottish Widows - Sacked as a whistleblower ("World, you owe me big 
time!") 41 

Scottish Widows, a major Scottish life insurance and pensions company, was taken over by 
Lloyds TSB (now Lloyds Banking Group), a major UK high street bank, in 2000. In other 
words, Lloyds TSB bought Scottish Widows from its then owners, the policyholders. The 
price was £6 billion, £4.5 billion of which was paid in cash and £1.5 billion of which was 
withheld for future distribution to the policyholders. Because Scottish Widows was a mutual 
organisation (that is, it was owned by its policyholders), the sale is described as a 
'demutualisation'; that is, it ceased to be a mutual organisation. The reason for the takeover 
was simple (but not disclosed); it was because Scottish Widows was bust. 

Like all other major UK life companies, Scottish Widows had been selling things called 
Guaranteed Annuity Rate (GAR) policies for some decades. I won't go into the details but, as 
interest rates fell over time, these life companies found huge black holes opening up in their 
finances. This resulted in what was called 'The Equitable Life Crisis' of 2000. 42 Equitable Life 
was the oldest mutual insurer in the world and one of the biggest financial institutions in the 
UK. It closed its doors to new business on 8 December 2000 with liabilities of £1.5 billion. 

The liabilities that led to the collapse were caused by the sale (from 1957 onwards) of 
Guaranteed Annuity Rate policies; that is, policies which, on maturity, gave the policyholder 
the right to purchase an annuity at a fixed rate. From 1993 actual annuity rates fell below 
guaranteed annuity rates, thus creating a financial black hole which eventually reached £1.5 
billion. Equitable Life attempted to address the problem by paying reduced discretionary 
terminal bonuses to GAR policyholders exercising their right to buy an annuity at the 
guaranteed rate when their policies matured. This led to the 'Equitable Life case' of 
1999/2000 (actually started by Equitable Life itself as a test case - Equitable Life was, in fact, 
the only honest company because it faced up to the problem and tried to address it) in 
which the House of Lords (the highest court in the UK, now the Supreme Court) ruled on 20 
July 2000 that Equitable Life could not pay reduced discretionary terminal bonuses to GAR 
policyholders exercising their right to buy an annuity at the guaranteed rate. Of course. 
Equitable Life only had a finite pot of money (the 'With-profits Fund'), so the effect of the 
ruling was to force one group of policyholders (the ordinary or non-GAR policyholders, who 
were the majority) to fund the commitments to another group of policyholders (the GAR 
policyholders, who were a minority). This explains why your endowment policy has lost up to 
70% of its value and you can't afford to retire. 

The real problem was that, as I have said, all the other major UK life companies were in 
pretty much the same position. In other words, it was not just Equitable Life that was bust 
(or close to being bust) but the entire life industry in the UK. Equitable Life was just the tip of 


41 "You owe me big time!" is a quote from a Roger Moore James Bond movie, said by a little 
native boy who helps Bond escape from the baddies. I think it was The Man with the Golden 
Gun. 

42 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The Equitable Life Assurance Society . 
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the iceberg and the real problem was at least ten times the size. 43 A collapse of the life 
industry in the UK would have had very serious consequences, potentially including a melt¬ 
down of the entire UK financial sector and thus the UK economy. Also, bear in mind that this 
was in the early period of the Blair Labour government, which had been elected in 1998, so a 
major financial crisis at such a time was unthinkable; it wouldn't have looked good if they 
got into power after 20 years in opposition (1979-1998) and promptly collapsed the 
economy. 

Are you beginning to get an idea of how serious the situation was? 

In essence, the government (H M Treasury under Gordon Brown), the financial regulator (the 
Financial Services Authority or FSA), the life companies and their auditors conspired to 
conceal the problem from the policyholders (and the public). So, let's face it, we are dealing 
with corruption and criminality at the highest level, and amongst those who had a specific 
duty to protect the interests of the public, investors, consumers and so on; the financial 
regulator and the auditors. 44 Later, the Treasury Select Committee, under Labour MP John 
McFall, which is supposed to hold the government (executive) to account on behalf of 
Parliament, and which oversaw the FSA, also became involved in the cover up, so even those 
responsible for regulating the regulator were involved in the cover-up. The utter uselessness 
of the FSA (it was more than just useless, it was dishonest) was exposed by the global 
financial crisis of 2007/8 and it was subsequently abolished. I can't help thinking that if the 
FSA had been exposed earlier (when I blew the whistle in 2002), and if something had been 
done about the FSA at that stage, then the global financial crisis could have been avoided or, 
at least, its impact substantially mitigated. After all, think what a difference a really effective 
financial regulator might have made. If the UK regulator had begun highlighting and dealing 
with issues (the level of risk-taking) early on, the regulators in the US would have had no 
option but to react. This issue was that important - it had global financial implications. 

Today (October 2019), I read an article in a weekend magazine about the actress, Keira 
Knightley, and her role in the 2019 film. Official Secrets, 45 as a whistle-blower, a GCHQ 
employee called Katharine Gun, who leaked a secret memo exposing an illegal spying 
operation by the United States of America, looking for information with which to gauge 
sentiment of and potentially blackmail United Nations diplomats tasked with voting on a 
resolution regarding the 2003 invasion of Iraq. Knightly said that the matter was clearly 


43 English, Simon; Banking Correspondent; "Equitable Life finally floored in highest court"; 
Daily Telegraph; 21/07/2000. This speculated that the 'total bill' would be in the region of 
£14 billion, which I think was an under-estimate. While there was some speculation about 
the size of the problem at the time, there was no general recognition of the problem by the 
companies, the regulator or the government, so the public just went back to sleep. 

44 The Financial Ombudsman, in her 2008 report on the Equitable Life crisis, said that the 
Financial Services Authority (FSA) had 'actively misled' the Equitable Life policyholders, so it 
has been officially recognized that the FSA was intentionally dishonest. 

45 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Official Secrets (film) . 
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important because a million people had died in the Iraq war, which is true of course. But it 
occurred to me that I have seen estimates that the global financial crisis led to tens of 
millions of deaths, which I find credible, because economic/financial collapse can have a 
devastating effect on whole nations. I think there were more Iraqi victim of the economic 
sanctions than there were Iraqi victims of the war. It gives you a sense of perspective to 
realize that bankers are more dangerous than armies, and that the failure to control them 
can have a greater cost (human and financial). 46 Also, bankers usually finance wars, so they 
are doubly dangerous. So, forget the politicians and generals and watch the bankers like a 
hawk. This they did not do. 

But, of course, concealment didn't get rid of the problem; that is, remove the black holes. 
What to do? Well, what happened with Scottish Widows gives us an example, though in 
other cases the matter was arranged even more clandestinely. Lloyds TSB was, somehow, 
persuaded to act as a 'white knight'; 47 that is, to buy Scottish Widows and, in the process, 
deal with the black hole (make it disappear). This is how it was done. 

The black hole was about £1.5 billion, as with Equitable Life. What they (Lloyds TSB and 
Scottish Widows) did was to agree a price tag of £6 billion; £4.5 billion of which would be 
paid to the policyholders in cash and £1.5 billion of which (they said) would be held back in 
an 'Additional Account' and paid to policyholders over time as terminal bonus (which it 
wasn't, of course). The £1.5 billion held back just happened to match the size of the black 
hole. What a coincidence! 

There was, naturally, a little note buried in the policyholder circular of November 1999 
which proposed the deal (a large and complex document), which said that the £1.5 billion 
held back in the 'Additional Account' could be used to cover GAR liabilities and that such 
liabilities could absorb the full £1.5 billion. But no estimate was given of the potential size of 
such liabilities, implying that such an outcome was just a worst-case scenario, rather than a 
known risk which could sink the whole business. This is because if a potential liability could 
sink the whole business, you expect the size and nature of it to be disclosed, to the extent 
possible, which means that if there is no such disclosure you inevitably assume (as you are 
intended to assume) that the problem is not that serious, just a worst-case scenario that has 
to be catered for (like an airline saying that you should take out insurance when you fly is 


46 President Abraham Lincoln said: "The money power preys upon the nation in times of 
peace and conspires against it in times of war. It is more despotic than monarchy, more 
insolent than autocracy, more selfish than bureaucracy. It denounces, as public enemies, all 
who even question its methods or throw light upon its crimes. I have two great enemies, the 
Southern Army in front of me & the financial institutions at the rear, the latter is my greatest 
foe." 

47 Lloyds TSB did a similar thing during the financial crisis of 2007-8 when, prompted by the 
government, it took over HBOS, very much against the interests of (and its fiduciary duty to) 
its own shareholders, who lost billions as a result. Some Lloyds TSB (now Lloyds Banking 
Group) shareholders are now suing the bank as a result. 
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not taken to mean that there is a specific and identifiable risk that your particular flight is 
going to crash into the sea). Consider this conversation: 

A: "You do realize that it is possible that the Earth could be struck by a giant meteor 
tomorrow?" 

B: "Yeah, yeah, yeah." (Yawns) 

A: "In fact, there is a giant meteor heading towards the Earth right now." 

B: "What!!!" (Runs for the hills). 

Do you see the difference between the first and second scenarios? The first is just an 
unspecified background risk, one that is always present as a theoretical possibility (There are 
meteors out there), whereas the second is a concrete risk arising from something actually 
happening (There is a meteor heading towards the Earth right now). Question: If there was a 
reasonable likelihood of some disaster, financial or otherwise, which could affect you, would 
you want to know about it so that you could take steps to prepare for it in the way you 
judged to be appropriate - or would you be happy to be lied to about it (while the people 
who lied to you protect themselves from the likely consequences while leaving you unable 
to do so)? 

These people are not fools. They made sure that, technically, they disclosed what could 
happen to the £1.5 billion; they just made sure that nobody would read what they disclosed 
and that, even if they did, they would not understand the size and nature of the problem 
(remember, many of the policyholders were elderly people who were very far from being 
financial experts). But it is possible to disclose information in a manner that amounts to 
concealment. 48 The question to ask is whether, if they had really wanted to, they could have 
ensured that this matter was brought to the attention of policyholders, as was clearly 
necessary (the policyholders did lose £1.5 billion after all). Of course they could, by 


48 See Brown & Ors v. Innovatorone Pic & Ors [2012] EWHC 1321 (Comm) 
http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/Comm/2012/1321.html at 880, quoting CRSM v. 
Barclays Bank [2011] EWHC 484 at 219 (my emphasis): 'Silence by itself cannot found a claim 
in misrepresentation. But an express statement may impliedly represent something. For 
example, a statement which is literally true may nevertheless involve a misrepresentation 

because of matters which the representor omits to mention. The old cases about statements 
made in a company prospectus contain illustrations of this principle - for example, Oakes v. 
Turquand (1867) LR 2 HL 325, where Lord Chelmsford said (at 342-3):"... it is said that 
everything that is stated in the prospectus is literally true, and so it is; but the objection to it 
is, not that it does not state the truth as far as it goes, but that it conceals most material 
facts with which the public ought to have been made acquainted, the very concealment of 
which gives to the truth which is told the character of falsehood. Silence means complete 
silence. To say anything creates a duty to reveal everything (pertinent), because by saying 
something you are, in effect, asserting that you have said all that needs to be said. In other 
words, it's all or nothing. There is a difference between silence and omission. 
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explaining the matter in simple terms on page 1 of the circular, for instance. The decision not 
to do so was deliberate and so the concealment was intentional. This concealment by 
inadequate disclosure (omission of facts that you are duty-bound to disclose) amounted to a 
false representation which caused others a loss and that (a false statement leading to a loss 
or a risk of loss) is fraud; a criminal offence. 

It gets worse. 

Not only did the directors of Scottish Widows and Lloyds TSB know that the GAR liabilities 
could absorb the entire £1.5 billion, which is why the sale (demutualisation) went ahead in 
the first place, but, by the time the demutualisation took place on 3/3/2000, they knew with 
a high degree of certainty that it would do so, as described below, and yet they still failed to 
disclose the matter. And they not only concealed the matter from the policyholders, they 
also concealed it from the Court of Session, which approved the demutualisation scheme on 
28/2/2000. Thus they not only committed fraud as described, but they also committed an 
offence under s.71 Insurance Companies Act 1982. 49 These are imprisonable offences. 

The reason they knew that the GAR liability had crystallized (become an actual liability) was 
because the Court of Appeal in England ruled against Equitable Life on 22/1/2000, a month 
before the Scottish Widows demutualisation scheme was approved by the Court of Session 
in Edinburgh on 28/2/2000. When the second highest court in England rules upon a matter, 
even if the judgment is appealed, as it was (unsuccessfully), accounting prudence (a 
fundamental accounting concept - and therefore binding in itself) requires you to provide 
accordingly. Accounting standards also require you to disclose the liability as an actual 
liability (like an invoice from a supplier), not just a potential or contingent liability. 

Even if the liability had not crystalized on 22/1/2000, there was still the question of whether 
the relevant statement in the policyholder circular (on page 23) did actually make clear, in 
accordance with relevant accounting standards (FRS 12), the nature and extent of the 
contingent liability and the director's assessment of the likelihood that the contingency 
would crystallize; in other words, having read the statement would a policyholder have 
understood: 

1. that Scottish Widows had a contingent liability of £1.5 billion in respect of GAR 
policies at that time? 


49 The 'Scheme' document dated 11 November 1999 was put before the Court of Session in 
Edinburgh under s.49 Insurance Companies Act 1982. s.49(2) of the Act states that the Court 
will not approve an application under s.49 unless, inter alia, the requirements of s.49(3) are 
met. The requirements of s.49(3) include a requirement that a statement setting out the 
terms of the scheme should be sent to all policyholders (this was done via the policyholders 
circular dated 19 November 1999). s.71 provides that 'any person who causes or permits to 
be included in any statement sent out under s.49(3) a statement which he knows to be false 
in a material particular or recklessly causes or permits to be so included any statement which 
is false in a material particular shall be guilty of an offence and liable to imprisonment for a 
term not exceeding two years or a fine or both.' 
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2. that if the Equitable Life case, then before the Court of Appeal, went against 
Equitable Life then the £1.5 billion put aside by Scottish Widows in the 'Additional 
Account' would not be paid to ordinary policyholders, as stated on page 23 of the 
Demutualization and Transfer Policyholder Circular of 19 November 1999, but would 
be used to meet the GAR liabilities instead? 

3. what the assessment of the directors of Scottish Widows was as to the likelihood of 
the liability crystallizing? 

The answer to these questions is, of course, a resounding 'No'. The wording on page 23 ( 'any 
additional cost of meeting guaranteed benefits') falls so far short of adequate disclosure that 
it amounts to positive concealment; in other words a material false statement as per s.71 
Insurance Companies Act 1982. In addition, while the policyholder circular states (p. 24) 
that: 'the Board does not expect the contingencies allocated to the With Profits Fund to 
materialize.', this was of little use to anyone because the size and nature of the contingency 
was not disclosed. You cannot tell someone what your assessment of the likelihood of a 
contingency crystallizing is if you don't first tell them what that contingency is first. In other 
words, you can't do 3 (above), without having done 1 and 2 (above) first. Further, the fact 
that the demutualisation went ahead at all proves that the Board believed the exact 
opposite; namely, that there was a high risk that the contingency (specifically the GAR- 
related contingency) would materialize. The timing and speed of the demutualisation proves 
the motive behind it, without the need for further proof. Also, the statement was highly 
questionable when made, because the matter was then before the Court of Appeal and the 
Board could not second guess which way the appeal would go, (and they turned out to be 
wrong of course). Even the judges didn't know how the case would turn out, so how can the 
Board of Scottish Widows have known, with any degree of certainty? The statement became 
demonstrably false on the day of the Court of Appeal ruling because the liability materialized 
on that date, as already explained. The Scheme put before the Court of Session had 
therefore changed in a material respect and the Board had a clear legal duty to notify the 
court of this fact. My view is that the court would have had no option but to rule that the 
approval of the policyholders should be sought for a second time, because, although the 
policyholders accepted the proposal when they thought they would receive £6 billion, it 
could not be asserted with reasonable certainty that they would accept the proposal if 
offered £1.5 billion less than that. 

So, the policyholders thought they would get £6 billion, but they only got £4.5 billion. The 
other £1.5 billion, which they were intentionally led to believe would be paid to them, was 
used to cover the GAR liabilities, and Scottish Widows and Lloyds TSB knew that it would be 
so used before the demutualisation scheme was approved by the Court of Session. In other 
words, by sleight of hand, Scottish Widows and Lloyds TSB diddled the policyholders out of 
£1.5 billion and used it to cover the GAR liabilities. And they knew about the whole thing 
from the start; it was designed as a fraud from the beginning. It is clear that it would have 
been very easy to disclose the true nature of the GAR issue, but this was not done and the 
decision not to do so was intentional. 
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Have you seen the 2011 film about the 2007/8 global financial crisis called Margin Call? 50 It's 
a very good film 51 which I watched again the other day. In it, an analyst working for an 
unnamed Wall St. investment bank discovers that the bank is so seriously exposed in a 
certain area (yup, sub-prime mortgages) that it was teetering on the edge and could go 
under very quickly. The matter is escalated right to the top immediately, where the decision 
is taken to liquidate its positions the following day, regardless of the consequences to the 
bank's reputation or the damage caused to anyone else, including its own clients. All that 
matters is that the bank survives. It is very gripping but totally untrue. 

What would have actually happened, as my experience shows, is that the analyst would have 
been immediately suspended on the basis of false allegations and then fired after a very 
one-sided 'investigation'. He would never have worked again; he would have lost not just his 
job, but his career, his pension (you can't build up a pension if you don't have a job), his 
home, his wife, his family, his health (mental and physical) and would eventually have been 
made bankrupt. If he had tried to seek redress in the courts, the court system would have 
crushed him, eventually treating him as a vexatious litigant, thus preventing him from going 
to court at all. Senior management would have concealed the problem, not exposed it. The 
regulators, the government and so on would have done the same - in the interests of 
'financial stability'. Thus the banks themselves, the regulators and the government would 
have acted to protect themselves at the expense of the whistle blower, investors (the little 
ones, not the big ones) and the public at large (that is, ordinary working people trying to 
provide for themselves and their families). This is exactly what happened in the global 
financial crisis of 2007/8. The general observation, that people will act to protect themselves 
at other people's expense, was accurate; it was just the idea that people who expose the 
truth will not be crucified for it that was nonsensical. 

I joined Scottish Widows in January 2002. On 31 January 2002 I was summoned to a meeting 
at the Scottish Widows headquarters in Morrison Street, Edinburgh, where I worked. The 
Head of Internal Audit explained that the meeting had been called to inform us that Lloyds 
TSB/Scottish Widows were about to issue a press release to the effect that the £1.5 billion in 
the 'Additional Account' was not now going to be paid to ordinary policyholders but would 
be used instead to 'uplift the benefits to GAR policyholders', or words to that effect. 

It may sound dramatic but the implications of what had been said hit me like the proverbial 
brick as I came out of that meeting. These were (bearing in mind that I was an IT auditor, not 
an expert in the life industry): 

1. that Scottish Widows had sold GAR policies in the same way as Equitable Life (I 
believe that they had actually sold more than twice as many - 200,000 against 
90,000); 


50 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Margin Call . 

51 'easily the best Wall Street movie ever made' (Denby, David; "All That Glitters"; The New 
Yorker; Conde Nast; accessed 23/4/2018). 
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2. that the directors of Lloyds TSB and Scottish Widows must have known from the start 
of the demutualization process about the existence of a contingent liability 
(contingent on the outcome of the Equitable Life case) of £1.5 billion in respect of 
GAR policies; 

3. that the sale of Scottish Widows to Lloyds TSB had been engineered as a way of 
dealing with this liability (See the article by Ian Fraser in the Sunday Herald on 
20/6/1999, in which he wrote: '"It seems that Scottish Widows annuity problems are 
much worse than previously imagined,"said one veteran City observer. "This is what 
probably lies behind the need to go public.'"); 

4. that the £1.5 billion had been set aside specifically to meet this liability; 

5. that the directors of Lloyds TSB and Scottish Widows had misled both the 
policyholders of Scottish Widows and the Court of Session (who approved the 
demutualization scheme under the Insurance Companies Act 1982) as to why this 
£1.5 billion was set aside - in rugby parlance they had sold the policyholders a 
dummy; 

6. that in misleading the policyholders and Court of Session the directors had 
committed a criminal offence under s.71 Insurance Companies Act 1982; 

7. that in not properly disclosing the matter in the accounts of Scottish Widows for the 
years ended 31 Dec 1998 and 31 Dec 1999 the directors of Scottish Widows had 
committed a criminal offence under s. 19 Theft Act 1968; 

8. that in not properly disclosing the matter in the accounts of Lloyds TSB for the years 
ended 31 Dec 1999, 31 Dec 2000 and 31 Dec 2001 the directors of Lloyds TSB had 
committed a criminal offence under s. 19 Theft Act 1968; 

9. that because the Scottish Widows policyholders had not been properly informed of 
this matter, they had believed that the £1.5 billion would be paid to them and had 
approved the demutualization on this basis; 

10. that the Scottish Widows policyholders had therefore been defrauded of £1.5 billion; 

11. that Lloyds TSB, Scottish Widows and the directors of Lloyds TSB and Scottish 
Widows were liable to a civil action in damages, in addition to criminal charges. 

I did not put all this together at that time, of course, so all I reported to my management (as 
I was under a professional duty to do as a Chartered Accountant) was that the Directors of 
Lloyds TSB and Scottish Widows must have known about the GAR liability from the start and 
so appear to have misled the policyholders. I was very careful not to make any positive 
accusations because, of course, I had not carried out an investigation and had no authority 
to do so. That was management's responsibility. Being naive, I expected my management to 
investigate the matter and deal with it appropriately. One other thing you should appreciate 
is that it was irrelevant whether my concerns turned out in the end to be justified or not; I 
still had a duty to report those concerns and management still had a duty to investigate 
them. 

My management did nothing and, in effect, told me to mind my own business. I was told 
that the matter was 'way outside your remit' (I worked in computers remember). Not 
wanting to cause trouble (I was, after all, recovering from a heart attack), I left the matter 
for over six months, but I eventually approached the Ethics Advisory Service of the Institute 
of Chartered Accountants in England & Wales (ICAEW), being a member, and they advised 
me (confirmed in writing) to report the matter to the external auditors. 
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PricewaterhouseCoopers. My response to this was that it appeared to me that the external 
auditors must have been aware of the existence of the contingent liability of £1.5 billion but 
that it had not, as far as I was aware, been disclosed in the financial statements. 

Nonetheless, I agreed to report the matter to them, which I did in November 2002. 

I was suspended from my job in December 2002, three weeks after blowing the whistle (they 
needed some time to dream up the 31 false allegations against me, like 'Being unwilling to 
go on a course' - And where is that in the company rule book?), and eventually fired in 
December 2003, even though an internal investigation by Group Fraud and Security (they 
brought in the 'heavies' in an attempt to scare me into resigning) found that all the 
allegations against me (all 31 of them) were unfounded. A lengthy investigation like this is 
useful because it means that if the whistle blower tries to refer the matter to people like the 
Chairman of the Audit Committee, such people can refuse to intervene because there is an 
on-going investigation. This means that management can prevent an investigation into their 
conduct by starting an investigation into the person who has reported their conduct. This is 
exactly what happened to me. 

I have not worked since, apart from briefly in 2008. I lost my job, my career, my pension, my 
wife, my children (seeing your children every few weeks does not amount to living with 
them), my house and my health (what was left of it after my heart attack). I had anxiety, 
stress and depression so badly that I was classified as disabled for a time. I stopped being 
classified as disabled at my own request because I did not want to be defeatist. I was 
'drugged up to the eyeballs' for over five years afterwards, taking tranquillizers during the 
day and sleeping pills at night, and I only started proceedings against Lloyds TSB because the 
six-year time-limit was approaching (the six years being from December 2002, when the 
cause of action arose, to December 2008, when I commenced proceedings). I did not feel 
medically up to it. When I was fired I started employment tribunal proceedings against 
Lloyds TSB, but then discontinued the proceedings and signed a compromise agreement 
with them (I got a piddly pay-off in return for agreeing not to sue them). I only did this 
because I believed that the stress of legal proceedings would probably kill me (cause me to 
have another heart attack). This means that I did not sign the compromise agreement as a 
free agent (of my own free will). I signed it in fear of a harmful consequence and therefore 
under duress. For this reason I regarded the compromise agreement as void from the word 
go. 

Legal proceedings - Introduction 

I am about to say some very critical things about the justice system in the UK. You are quite 
likely to just dismiss them as the ravings of an embittered loser (someone who didn't get 
what he wanted out of the justice system). Well, you might be right about that. But I ask you 
to at least read what I have to say. Even if you do not sympathize with me, it might allow you 
to find out things about our justice system that you didn't know; put you on the road to 
discovery. In order to prove to you how bad the justice system can be, I will start with a brief 
look at a few things that have nothing to do with me (so I have no motive to misrepresent 
them), but where the facts are reasonably clear and the conduct of judges can be assessed 
with relative ease. These areas are: 
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1. The Asian Grooming Gang Scandal. 

2. Comparative treatment and sentencing of offenders in cases involving Muslims. 

3. The North Wales Child Abuse Scandal 


The 'Asian Grooming Gang Scandal' concerns the widespread sexual abuse (very often 
including rape and gang rape, and sometimes even murder), often based on induced drug 
addiction, of white British girls by 'British' Muslim men over many years. 52 The scale of the 
abuse is not easy to gauge but we know that there were over a thousand victims in one 
town, Rotherham, and that there were other cities and towns where the problem was much 
worse. It is highly probable that the number of victims runs into the tens or even hundreds 
of thousands over several decades, and might exceed a million. The number of individual 
crimes is incalculable, given that one girl might have been raped multiple times by dozens of 
men in one night (in one case I think some seventy men were queuing up to rape one girl). 
The very name given to the scandal, 'Asian Grooming Gang Scandal', reveals the nature of 
the problem. The use of the word 'Asian' is an attempt by the 'establishment' (the 
government, the police, the media and so on) to conceal the true source of the problem, 
which is mainly Pakistani Muslims, not ethnic Japanese, Chinese, Koreans, Vietnamese and 
so on. The same applies to the use of the word 'grooming'. These were not people who went 
around with brushes and hair dryers in an attempt to smarten up the local dog population, 
they were (and are) violent sexual abusers, rapists, kidnappers, drug dealers and so on. So, 
not Asian, but Muslim; not grooming, but rape. The words 'scandal' does not refer to the 
crimes of these Muslim rapists, but to the efforts of the establishment to cover up the 
crimes of these Muslim rapists. This involved the police, local authorities and other public 
bodies, politicians and, as we shall see, judges and others in the justice system. To give you 
an idea of the attitude of the 'establishment', it is only necessary to record the fact that not 
only did the police, nationwide, consistently and over a long period, refuse to investigate 
reports made by victims and their families, they even arrested the victims, forcibly returned 
victims to the perpetrators and threatened the parents of victims with arrest ('Don't you like 
your daughter having a brown boyfriend, you racist?'). When the problem was first 


52 1 use the quote marks round British to show that I do not consider Pakistani Muslims, or 
any immigrant, to be British. The British are a nation and the word 'nation' comes from the 
Latin for 'to be born' (nascor (verb), natus (adjective) - 'nascent' has the same root). To be 
British therefore, you have to be born British to British parents. Put it this way, if an Eskimo 
couple happen to have a baby while visiting this country, does that make the baby British - a 
member of the British nation? Even a second generation immigrant born in this country is 
not British, in my view. The only way for an immigrant to become British is to inter-marry 
with British people, and even this requires several generations of inter-marriage (three or 
four maybe). A child of an immigrant/British marriage will be 50% British by blood. If that 
child marries a British person then their children will be 75% British. So the descendants of 
an immigrant will become more and more British as they inter-marry with British people 
over time, until they can be considered fully British, and when they will, in fact, be mostly 
British by blood. I would suggest a figure of 90% British by blood is an appropriate yardstick 
(that is, 5 th generation). Makes sense to me, otherwise my sister, who was born in Nigeria, 
would be African, which she plainly isn't. 
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highlighted by a 'far-right' political group, the British National Party (BNP), 53 the police 
prosecuted the BNP rather than investigate what they had exposed. The BNP has been 
relentlessly demonized and hounded by the authorities and the media (fined, imprisoned, 
exposed to physical attack by Leftists and Muslims etc.); the Muslim rape gangs, not so 
much. 

Some people would argue that the perpetrators are only a tiny proportion of the Muslim 
population. OK then, let's accept that proposition for the sake of argument. But consider 
this. The reason invariably given by the police for not investigating these crimes was that to 
do so would negatively impact community relations, or something like that. What does this 
mean? Well, it means that the police (who presumably know about these things) believe 
that a significant proportion of the Muslim community would, in effect, by reacting in a 
hostile or uncooperative manner to any investigation, take the side of a Muslim rapist (or 
someone who the police have reasonable grounds for believing is a rapist), as opposed to 
taking the side of the (let's call it) host community who wish to investigate and punish that 
crime in the interests of society as a whole. Where a group of people support or protect a 
member of their own group who is or may be a criminal, rather than supporting the wider 
society of which they are a part, then you have a serious integration problem with that 
group. These people are not part of your society because they demonstrably do not accept 
the fundamental values of your society (such as that rape is a serious crime that needs to be 
punished, whoever commits that crime). As for the proportion of Muslims who would act in 
this way, we know that, following the Bataclan massacres in Paris (at the time one of my 
children was living in a flat about 100m from one of the crime scenes), some of those who 
took part in the massacre lived pretty much openly in the Molenbeek area of Brussels, 
confident in the knowledge that not one of the local Muslim population would report their 
presence to the police. That Muslim population cannot be considered an integrated part of 
society, more of a hostile invading force. The rape problem is just a manifestation of their 
hostility and refusal to accept our values and integrate. The point is that if these people will 
not integrate when they are five to ten percent of the population, how likely is it that they 
will integrate when they are thirty to forty percent of the population? Are they likely to feel 


53 As far as I am aware, the BNP and other 'far-right' groups do not speak negatively (or at 
all) of foreigners living in their own countries; they only object to foreigners who come to 
the UK. This suggests to me that it is not the foreignness of immigrants that the 'far-right' 
objects to, but the fact that they are immigrants. Foreignness implies difference and variety 
which we generally consider to be interesting and attractive. After all, don't we travel 
abroad to experience 'foreignness' in some form or another? Further, objecting to 
immigration can be motivated by love of one's own country/culture rather than hatred of 
immigrants. This is especially true with respect to mass immigration, which is likely to have a 
profound (and not necessarily positive) effect on the host country. Still, I guess it is easier to 
label someone 'an actual Nazi' than to try to address what might be legitimate concerns on 
their part. Nobody I think, not even the BNP, objects to foreigners coming to the UK, but 
they do object to immigrants refusing to integrate or coming in such numbers that they 
substantially change the basic make-up of the host country (and then expect the host 
country to adapt to them). 
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more pressure to conform to the values and standards of the host society, or less pressure? I 
think we know the answer to that question. If the problem is bad now, will it get better or 
worse as they increase as a percentage of the population? Again, I think we know the 
answer to that question. 

So where do judges come into all this? 

Well, judges can influence a criminal trial (either subtly or not so subtly) in a number of 
ways, even a jury trial. They do this by controlling the evidence that is admitted (more on 
this later), controlling what is said in court (by allowing or disallowing questions or 
statements, for instance), giving directions to the jury and sentencing - or simply twisting the 
law. Of course, anything a judge does during a trial can be challenged by way of appeal, so a 
judge is not free to do whatever he likes. Nonetheless, judges are clever people and they can 
judge to a nicety what they can get away with, and, in any event, the judges hearing any 
appeal are likely to share their views and will allow their colleague a wide discretion. Also, 
they can get away with more where the defendant is perceived to be particularly 
blameworthy for some reason (by being a white British male, a patriot or a Christian, for 
instance). But, just as importantly, they can also control the public perception of a trial and 
they do this via reporting restrictions. 

'Open justice is a hallmark of the rule of law. It is an essential requisite of the criminal justice 
system that it should be administered in public and subject to public scrutiny. The media play 
a vital role in representing the public and reflecting the public interest.' - The Rt Hon The Lord 
Thomas of Cwmgiedd, Lord Chief Justice of England and Wales. 54 

The general principle is that justice must be open and the most important factors here are 
(1) that hearings must be held in public and (2) that the media must be free to report on 
them. Note that the two requirements go together. There is little point in holding a 
nominally public hearing if the wider public cannot be informed about what is going on. 
Having a hearing which only, say, 20 people (or the number that can sit in the public gallery) 
know about is not 'open justice'. 

The necessity for open justice is obvious. Secret justice allows the state (it is nearly always 
the state) to persecute or silence its critics or enemies in secret. If justice is open then at 
least people can see what is going on, and even with a show trial people will usually be able 
to see that it is a show trial. This might not stop an evil dictator, but at least everyone will 
know that he is an evil dictator, and the evil dictator will know that everyone knows that he 
is an evil dictator. Whether he cares about that fact is another matter, of course. 

There are valid reasons for holding a trial or part of a trial in secret (which includes a trial 
which is nominally public but which cannot be publicly reported on, even temporarily) and 
these include national security, a risk that the defendant might not have a fair trial and a risk 
of the trial causing public unrest or the targeting of individuals. Protection of victims. 


54 https://www.iudiciarv.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/reporting-restrictions-guide-may- 

2016-2.pdf. p. 3. 
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children and vulnerable adults are other reasons. However, it has to be said that there are 
already legal restrictions in place on reporting on court proceedings. Under the Contempt of 
Court Act 1981 it is contempt of court to publish a report on proceedings which gives rise to 
a substantial risk that the course of justice in the particular proceedings will be seriously 
impeded or prejudiced. It is a defence that the report is a fair and accurate report of legal 
proceedings held in public, published contemporaneously and in good faith. This means that 
even without any specific reporting restrictions in relation to particular proceedings, anyone 
who publishes a report on proceedings has to be very careful about what he says. If he isn't 
then he could end up in prison. 

Furthermore, even if there are no reporting restrictions, the jury is not allowed to read, view 
or listen to media reports about the proceedings during the proceedings (and they will be 
imprisoned for contempt of court if they do) 55 and, in any event, they have a default duty 
not to allow themselves to be influenced by their personal opinions or anything not 
presented in court (admitted into the judicial proceedings). So, there are laws in place 
preventing unfair reporting and preventing the jury taking into account such reporting even 
of it occurs. It follows that there have to be powerful reasons for imposing further reporting 
restrictions when such safeguards are already in place. Lord Steyn in Re S (a child) [2005] 1 
AC 593 said at paragraph 18 (my emphasis): 'In oral argument it was accepted by both sides 
that the ordinary rule is that the press, as the watchdog of the public, may report everything 

that takes place in a criminal court . I would add that in European jurisprudence and in 
domestic practice this is a strong rule. It can only be displaced by unusual or exceptional 
circumstances.' 


So, in essence, and apart from those situations where reporting restrictions are automatic 
(to protect the identity of a child, for instance), the discretionary imposition of additional 
reporting restrictions requires exceptional circumstances, which, by definition, means that it 
should very rarely be done. 

The principle of open justice is so strong, apparently, that a court ordered the release of the 
name of a soldier jailed for murdering a Muslim terrorist in Afghanistan in spite of a strong 
likelihood that there would be attempts on his life in the UK by Muslims as a result. The risk 
was undeniable but the judges dismissed it saying (para. 115): 'Balancing those 
considerations, we have no doubt that the balance comes very firmly down on the side of 
open justice; the identity of Marine A must be made public.' 56 As you will see, the principle of 


55 HM Solicitor General v. Cox & Anor [2016] EWHC 1241 (QB) at 53: 'The Divisional Court 
(Lord Judge CJ, Hallett U, Openshaw J) (sub nomine Attorney General v. Dallas [2012] EWHC 
156 (Admin), [2012] 1 WLR 991) found that a juror was in contempt of court because she had 
deliberately disobeyed the judge's instructions not to conduct internet research.' 

56 Marines A & Ors v. Guardian News and Media & Other Media [2013] EWCA Crim 2367 
(URL: http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWCA/Crim/2013/2367.html ). See also 
https://www.bbc.com/news/uk-england-devon-25423399 . You will note how the Guardian 
newspaper fights like mad to expose the name of a British soldier. Muslim rapists, not so 
much. This gives you an idea of who the British mainstream media hates more. 
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open justice doesn't seem to be as strong in the case of Muslim rapists. Contrast the 
treatment of a British soldier with the treatment of Muslim rapists. 

Many people living in the UK, including me, have had the experience of reading a report in a 
newspaper of the conviction of yet another 'Asian grooming gang' and saying "Oh, I didn't 
even know that a trial was taking pace." The reason they didn't know is because the judge 
imposed reporting restrictions in relation to the trial until it was finished. This has happened 
several times; often enough for me to conclude that judges commonly impose reporting 
restrictions in relation to such trials. The question is 'Why?' 

Well, let's consider the various grounds on which reporting restrictions can be imposed and 
see whether any apply. 

What about national security. Nope, nothing there. And even if there are parts of a trial 
which need to be held in secret, this can be done without imposing blanket reporting 
restrictions. It would have to be an extremely sensitive matter for a whole trial to be held in 
secret. And rapes and gang rapes, while serious crimes, are not normally matters of national 
security. 

What about the risk of prejudicing a fair trial? I can't see it. The British mainstream media 
uniformly self-censors when it comes to reporting anything bad about Muslims. This is a 
problem in itself in a way because it inevitably leads to people assuming that if the 
perpetrators of a crime are not identified, they must be Muslim or black, so it ends up with 
people blaming Muslims and blacks more than they might otherwise do (These media 
people are not very clever). In addition, of course, even if the media were to report on a trial 
in a prejudicial way, the jury are legally prevented from even looking at such material, as I 
have said, and can, and will, be sent to prison for contempt of court if they do. It is also the 
case that victimizing people is usually a pretty sure-fire way of creating sympathy for them, 
given that most British people are fair-minded and tend to support the underdog in any 
situation. So that's a non-starter. 

What about the alternative media? Well, according to the mainstream media, the alternative 
media is so full of hatred and lies (fake news) that a bit more hatred and a few more lies are 
hardly likely to make a difference to the perverted minds of those who read such stuff. They 
only read such stuff because their minds are already perverted. Also, of course, there is the 
tendency, already mentioned, of people to react against anything they perceive to be unfair 
victimization. On top of all this, the so-called 'tech giants', like Google, Facebook and Twitter, 
have developed very effective ways of censoring anything 'right-wing' (aka 'the truth'), so 
the chances are that even if such material is published, people will never get to see it. So the 
risk here is minimal. 'Normal ' people won't even see it and 'right-wing' people are already 
irredeemably evil, so that being exposed to more such material can't make them worse. In 
fact, you could argue that since anything that appears in the alternative media is obviously 
false, according to the mainstream media, the mere fact that a report of a criminal trial 
appears in the alternative media just proves that the report is false. This must be a good 
thing, which means that such reporting should be encouraged. Doesn't it? 

By the way, can anyone explain to me how, say, ten thousand people (one hundred 
thousand people, a million people) seeing a report about a trial in the alternative media can 
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create 'a substantial risk that the course of justice in the particular proceedings will be 
seriously impeded or prejudiced' as required by the Contempt of Court Act 1981. Given that 
the report itself cannot affect the jury (because the jury is not allowed to access media 
reports during the trial), how can any of the people who read it possibly affect the trial? This 
would require some form of contact between them and the jury, which (because the jury is 
not allowed to access media reports during the trial), would have to involve personal 
contact. So what would they do? Climb up a drainpipe? Parachute from the sky? In any 
event, any such contact with an intent to influence the trial would be contempt of court 
even without reporting restrictions. 

What about the risk of public disorder or targeting of the defendants? Another non-starter. 
What was the public reaction to the revelation that over a thousand British girls had been 
raped in Rotherham? Nothing. Zilch. What was the public reaction to the Manchester Arena 
bombing? A bit of hand-wringing, a few candle-lit vigils, an outpouring of weepy Facebook 
and Twitter messages and so on. The Westminster Bridge attack. Ditto. I could go on. The 
British public is like a large, dozy, stupid cow. Kick it, poke it in the eye with a stick or 
whatever and it just stands there looking at you stupidly through blank, watery eyes - doing 
nothing other than continuing to fill its face with grass. The lights are on but there's no-one 
at home. The risk is not that the British public will rise up and start lynching Muslims, it is 
that they will run out of flowers, candles, crass messages of sympathy and other rubbish 
which allows them to indulge in selfish virtue-signalling. 

It doesn't really matter that reporting restrictions are removed once a trial is finished 
because by that stage the news has ceased to be current and tends to be reported, if it is 
reported at all (given the self-censorship which takes place in the British media), in a small 
article buried in the middle of a newspaper or its TV or radio equivalent. This is the aim of 
course - to minimize media coverage even if it can't be prevented entirely. 

It follows from the above that the only conclusion that we can come to is that judges have 
no valid reasons for imposing reporting restrictions in relation to such trials (certainly no 
unusual or exceptional circumstances as per Re S (a child) [2005] 1 AC 593 quoted above) 
and they do so because they are trying to conceal the extent of Muslim criminality from the 
public. The motive for doing this would seem to be to prevent the public from blaming the 
establishment (government, media, education, big business etc.) for the disastrous 
consequences of allowing mass migration into this country of people who do not 
understand, or like, or have any intention of assimilating into, our society (and drugging and 
raping your children tends to be a sign of assimilation problems I would say, like honour 
killings, female genital mutilation and so on). As with practically all government policies, this 
policy (of concealing the problem) will make the problem far worse. If you acknowledge a 
problem early, then you have a chance of dealing with it. If you refuse to acknowledge a 
problem, then dealing with it becomes progressively more difficult and may become 
impossible. Politicians act this way because they hope they will be retired or long dead by 
the time the problem has to be dealt with. 

The point is that we don't need to know the judges motives; all we need to show is that they 
have no valid reasons for imposing reporting restrictions and that they know that they have 
no valid reasons. This is enough to make their conduct criminal; that is, an attempt to 
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pervert the course of justice and misconduct in public office. Since open justice is a critical 
element of 'the course of justice' (the judicial process), an attempt to prevent open justice 
without justification is an attempt to pervert the course of justice. It is irrelevant whether 
the conduct succeeds, it merely has to have a tendency to pervert the course of justice. 57 
Such conduct will also clearly amount to misconduct in public office since any criminal 
conduct must amount to misconduct. 

So, there we are then, judges are protecting people who have raped many, many, many 
thousands of British children. Nice people. 

By the way, the campaigner. Tommy Robinson, was jailed for contempt of court for 
breaching reporting restrictions in relation to a particular Muslim rape gang trial, but you will 
appreciate from what I have said above that those reporting restrictions were unlawful in 
themselves (having been imposed without good reason). So, Tommy Robinson was 
imprisoned for disobeying an unlawful court order. His defence should have been that he 
was attempting to expose a crime (the crime committed by imposing unnecessary reporting 
restrictions), which is an established defence to a criminal charge of any sort (such as the 
destruction of property). 

But judges not only take the side of Muslim rapists by imposing reporting restrictions on 
criminal trials, they also impose ridiculously light sentences on Muslims, even for serious 
crimes, while 'hammering' (imposing severe sentences on) any native British person who is 
found guilty of even the mildest form of anti-Muslim 'racism' (in quotes because Muslims 
are not a race). 

For instance, see the article on ChronicleLive on 27/9/2019 ("Racist bully Billy Charlton 
shouts at jurors "I hope your daughters don't get raped" as he's jailed") which concerns a 
man convicted of stirring up racial hatred. 58 The article records a comment by the judge: 
"Time and again you associated immigrants with sexual offending. This is a pernicious form 
of racial hatred." Consider that statement in the context of what I have written above 


57 William and Anita POWELL v. United Kingdom - 45305/99 [2000] ECHR 703 
( http://www.bailii.org/eu/cases/ECHR/2000/703.html ): 'This offence is a common law 
offence triable only on indictment and punishable at the discretion of the court. The offence 
penalises any conduct which has a tendency wrongly to interfere, directly or indirectly, with 
the initiation, progress or outcome of any criminal or civil proceedings, accompanied by an 
intention to do so (Selvage [1982] 1 All ER 96 [1982] 1 WLR 811 CA). The accused's conduct 
will have a tendency to pervert the course of justice if he has done enough for there to be a 
possibility, without further action on his part, that a perversion of the course of justice may 
result; it is irrelevant that the possibility does not materialise (Murray [1982] 2 All ER 225 
[1982] 1 WLR 475, CA). Fabrication of false evidence for the purpose of misleading a judicial 
body constitutes attempting to pervert the course of justice (Vreones [1891] 1 QB 360, 60 
UMC 62).' 

58 https://www.chroniclelive.co.uk/news/north-east-news/racist-bullv-billy-charlton-shouts- 

16992221. 
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concerning Muslim rape gangs raping (at least) tens of thousands of British girls. If the 
'authorities' refuse to pursue these criminals, that is bound to lead eventually to justifiable 
public anger and that anger will come out at times (but we are talking about words here, not 
violence of any kind). Also, of course, it cannot be described as racial hatred if directed at 
Muslims, because Muslims are not a race, but we'll let that pass (the judge certainly did - he 
convicted the accused of racism when his conduct clearly can't have been racist). Mr. 
Charlton was outraged by the fact that the Muslim rapists of a British woman had been 
released by the police without further action on the basis of lack of evidence, even though 
that evidence included DNA samples. DNA samples are insufficient evidence? Really? So, 
there you go; the rapists are let off scot free, the British man who then complains about that 
is jailed for 21 months. 

We can compare the above to another recent story on LancsLive on 18/9/2019 ("Police 
explain why Preston 'hate rant' taxi driver will not be charged"). 59 This was where a Muslim 
taxi driver threatened, on a private Whatsapp group, to rape/sodomize Christians who were 
converts from Islam. It was decided that there was no evidence that the man had intended 
his message to be shared publicly. The police also did not pursue any communications 
offences, even though, under s.127 Communications Act 2003, the mere sending of a 
message of a menacing character is sufficient to constitute the offence; it doesn't have to 
reach anyone. So the questions are (1) whether he sent a message (Yes) and (2) whether 
that message was menacing in character (Yes, I would say that a threat to rape or sodomize 
someone is menacing). So, there you go. It's a 'shoe-in' as they say. The article says: 'A 
separate offence of sending a grossly offensive/indecent or menacing message by a public 
communication network was also put to the Crown Prosecution Service , but it was decided by 
them that it did not meet the evidential test for a criminal offence. ' Really? They have the 
message and they know who sent it and they know that it was sent over a public network 
(even a private Whatsapp group uses a public network). That is enough. So, the police and 
CPS are lying, plain and simple. 

Of course, in neither of the above cases was a Muslim actually charged at all. 

Believe me, I could give endless examples of this sort of thing. If you are not aware of them 
perhaps you should ask yourself why. 

It gets worse. Let's take a look at the North Wales Child Abuse Scandal, 60 which ultimately 
led to a judicial enquiry in 1997, the Waterhouse Enquiry, conducted by a judge. Sir Ronald 
Waterhouse QC. 61 


59 https://www.lancs.live/news/lancashire-news/police-explain-preston-hate-rant- 

16939126 . 

60 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/North Wales child abuse scandal . 

61 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/North Wales child abuse scandal#The Waterhouse Inquiry . 
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The first thing that Sir Ronald Waterhouse did (p. 20 of official report) was to issue an order 
making it (or appearing to make it - he had no power to do what he did, as he admitted in his 
report - though it was too late to rectify by then) contempt of court to identify victims of 
abuse or those accused of abuse 'bearing in mind (amongst other things) the wide terms of 
sections 1 and 2 of the Sexual Offences (Amendment) Act 1992'. But sections 1 and 2 of the 
Act only ban identifying victims. So we have a question. If the law does not ban identifying 
those accused of abuse then why was such a ban imposed here? The excuse he gave (para. 
1.09) was that abusers might be deterred from giving evidence if such a ban was not 
imposed, but the enquiry had the legal power to force people to attend and to answer 
questions under ss. 1 and 2 Tribunals of Enquiry (Evidence) Act 1921, under which the 
enquiry was set up. So he was just lying, plain and simple, and his only possible motive for 
doing so was to protect paedophiles. Can you think of an alternative motive? Don't bother, 
just read the following paragraphs. 

On 8/11/2012 the Channel 4 news programme (7pm) interviewed Sian Griffiths, former 
Head of Personnel at Clwyd Council, who was closely involved in the various enquiries. 62 She 
said a number of things as follows: 

Firstly, she recounted that a senior police officer (Detective Inspector Peter Ackerley of 
North Wales Police) had, while giving evidence to the enquiry, read out a list of names of 
people who the police had investigated and referred to the Crown Prosecution Service (my 
emphasis): 'He came to the name of a person who had been high up in the government and 
at that point Sir Ronald Waterhouse said "No, that’s enough. Stop ." and that was it. ' Channel 

4 reported that this person was a high profile public figure and is still alive. 

Secondly, she recounted how one of the abusers, Gary Cooke, had, while giving evidence to 
the enquiry, mentioned the name of a particular person and how that person was called to 
appear before the enquiry. She also described how Cooke also mentioned the name of 
another person (a 'big name') who was not called to appear. She did not know why this 'big 
name' had not been called to appear before the enquiry. In an interview on BBC Radio 5 on 
9/11/2012 one of the victims, Keith Gregory, said that the Waterhouse enquiry was only 
interested in the lower level perpetrators ('staff at the home and care workers') and ignored 
the high profile ones. He recounted how the names of high profile perpetrators were 
removed from their witness statements (by the police) and that, when giving evidence at the 

enquiry, they were told (this must be by Sir Ronald Waterhouse) that they 'must stick to the 

statements and obviously there were no names [of the high profile perpetrators] on the 

statements'. 


Thirdly, she recounted that an order was made (this must be by Sir Ronald Waterhouse since 
he was the only person with the authority to issue orders) to destroy photographs of men 
abusing boys; these photographs apparently showed the faces of the men concerned (see 


62 http://www.channel4.com/news/child-abuse-north-wales-waterhouse-inquiry-sian- 

griffiths . 
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para. 52.61-63 of the official report though it is not clear that these paragraphs relate to the 
photographs which were destroyed). See also the Daily Mirror article "Photographic 
evidence of men abusing boys in care homes "deliberately destroyed"" (8/11/2012). By the 
way, there is no possible way that this destruction of evidence was legal. When a judge 
conducting an enquiry into criminal conduct destroys evidence of that criminal conduct, we 
have conclusive proof of criminal conduct on the part of that judge. 

Fourthly, when asked what was "the ultimate price paid by some of those boys" she said 
"They died. They died." and gave a list of names of boys who had committed suicide or died 
from drug overdoses or similar causes. These were some of the victims to whom the judge 
denied justice or closure by protecting the very vilest sorts of criminals. May they rest in 
peace, for the judge allowed them none during their short and miserable lives. 

So here we have a senior judge issuing court orders protecting perpetrators, destroying 
evidence of criminal acts and preventing victims from testifying about 'high profile 
perpetrators'. 

Let's move on, now that, hopefully, your eyes have been opened a little bit as to what can 
and does go on in our 'justice system'. 

'People who develop post-traumatic stress disorder almost always develop it because they've 
encountered someone malevolent. Might be themselves. They might have observed 
themselves doing something they can't believe they did and they can't recover from it. But it 
is often that they have encountered someone who wishes to do them harm for the sake of 
the harm. Right? And to meet someone like that and then to get a glimpse into what they are 
like; that's no joke, especially if you're a naive person.' ("Jordan Peterson Discusses What 
Goes On In the Mind of a Killer"-, https://www.voutube.com/watch?v=ql)it8s9Jwa4; accessed 
11/10/2019). 

'Someone malevolent' who 'wishes to do them harm for the sake of the harm'. This is what I 
have experienced in the British 'justice system' in the various legal cases I have been 
involved in over the last ten years - every single time. I will not particularize, or even try to 
summarize, the legal proceedings which I describe below. You may think of some of them as 
trivial ('Oh well, you asked the court to do x and they turned you down. So what?'), but they 
are not. There is one case which concerns a personal wrong done to me (when I sued Lloyds 
Bank for sacking me as a whistle-blower), and that was not trivial, given that it concerned 
the deliberate destruction of my career, but all the others concerned issues of the highest 
public importance; even the case where I was 'just' denied a fee remission. This is because 
the denial of the fee remission prevented me from applying to intervene in the most 
important legal case in the last 100 years (at least). Had my application to intervene reached 
the court, the court might have allowed me to intervene (it's a routine occurrence) and had I 
been allowed to intervene, the outcome of the case might have been the exact opposite of 
what it was. And my arguments were not trivial or tendentious; they undermined the very 
foundations of the case and they had been advanced for many years by one of the most 
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eminent barristers in the country, Leolin Price QC, 63 who had died not long before. No other 
party introduced these arguments and the judges did not raise them either. 

'For the want of a nail the shoe was lost. 

For the want of a shoe the horse was lost, 

For the want of a horse the rider was lost. 

For the want of a rider the battle was lost. 

For the want of a battle the kingdom was lost. 

And all for the want of a horseshoe-nail.' 

Franklin, Benjamin; Poor Richards Almanack; June 1758; The Complete Poor Richard 
Almanacks; facsimile ed.; vol. 2; pp. 375, 377. 

Like almost every person who goes to court, I was simply looking for justice. Again, like 
almost everyone who goes to court I always accepted that I might be wrong, even though I 
sincerely (even strongly) believed that I was right. Only a fool excludes the possibility that he 
might be wrong. I have had to change my mind (by 180°) about things I have believed in all 
my life, and which underpin my core values; the very foundations of who I am. I have done 
this without hesitation simply because I had to go where the evidence led, whatever the 
cost. I followed the evidence because there is one value that outweighs all other values 
combined - being truthful. There is no contest. So I do not see how I can be accused of being 
'fixated' or anything like that. 

However, if a person is to be told that he is wrong, he expects, at the very least, that those 
who tell him so will explain, in terms he can understand and accept, why he is wrong. Is this 
too much to ask, in particular from people like judges, who are supposed to be intelligent, 
experienced and knowledgeable in the relevant field (the law)? And who, after all, have a 
legal duty to deliver a judgment explaining the reasons for their decision? Certainly, when I 
worked in IT, if a person did not understand something I explained to him, I accepted that I 
(the expert) had failed to explain the matter properly to him (the non-expert) in terms that 
he could understand. The failure was always mine, not his. Practically my entire job revolved 
around explaining technical issues in non-technical terms. 

But there is a difference between understanding why a judge has ruled against you and 
knowing full well that the judge has actively acted against you by ignoring or 
mischaracterizing your arguments, by overlooking your opponent's lies and procedural 
irregularities (some of which are not only serious but deliberate) while penalizing yours 
(every one without exception), even though you are a representing yourself, by ignoring 
statute law or clear case authority and even by obvious lying. 

To have the judge actively work against you is worse than just not understanding why you 
have lost, because the very people who are there to uphold and apply the law, who are 


63 https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/obituaries/10089840/Leolin-Price.html . 
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there to deliver justice (even if that means finding against you) have unarguably done the 
exact opposite. 


Why? 

When someone acts against you like that, you try to work out why. Are they afraid of 
something, of putting their heads above the parapet? Are they ignorant? Inexperienced? I 
went through all of the possible reasons, over and over again, looking for an answer. Was it 
me? Didn't they like my face? But then, in quite a few instances, matters were dealt with on 
the papers (without a hearing) or by telephone conference, so it couldn't be that. Why 
would a judge refuse to concede a point when it is backed by clear case authority, an 
absolutely unequivocal statement from the highest court in the land, legally binding on him? 

I recognized a strong tendency amongst judges to ignore or dismiss what a litigant in person 
says. On several occasions it was quite obvious that the judge had not read any of my 
submissions. If a litigant in person submits, say, a skeleton argument, the judge will pretty 
much assume that he doesn't know what he is talking about and that he (the judge) is just 
going to have to wade through a load of muddled nonsense. He will be pretty resentful 
about this (he just won't do it). He will tend to go straight to the skeleton argument of the 
other side (prepared by a barrister since the respondent will be a public body spending 
public funds) to see what it is all about. If the respondent's arguments do not have any 
obvious holes in them, the judge will just accept and adopt them. He will then parrot the 
respondent's main points in dismissing the claim/application. I have seen this happen 
repeatedly (even where the respondent's arguments contained a glaring contradiction). 
After all, as one judge said when I pointed out that he was plainly wrong on a key point: "Oh 
well, if I am wrong you can always appeal." Yes, but with huge effort, cost and delay (none 
of which will affect him, of course). He wouldn't accept my point even though it was backed 
by the very highest authority, a decision (several decisions) of the House of Lords/Supreme 
Court. 

I suppose that the effect of this sort of conduct might be minimized if one could rely on the 
respondent's barrister to be honest and to raise all the possible arguments and authorities 
which go against his case (as barristers have a duty to do). 64 But they aren't honest of 
course. Barristers are greedy and ambitious people (Why do you think they become 
barristers in the first place? They go into a job which quite often involves some poor sap 
(their client or their opponent - they actually don't mind which) having to sell their house 
and go bankrupt to pay their fees) and they do not like losing, particularly to some jumped 
up litigant in person. Can you imagine the humiliation of a QC losing a case to someone 
untrained in the law? A barrister will murder his own mother to avoid such a thing. So, they 
will use every trick in the book; lying, deceit, obfuscation, omission - everything. The worst 
thing is that the judge will be a fellow barrister. Do you really think that the judge, as a 
barrister, is going to let you, a bloody outsider, beat a fellow barrister - a QC even? Not a 


64 Alba Life Ltd. & Ors, Re [2006] EWHC 3507 (Ch) at 76: ' Equally , counsel are well aware of 
and fully perform their duty to the court to bring to its attention all relevant matters , 
whichever side they favour.' 
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cat's chance in hell. Of course, it is even worse if your arguments are actually better than 
those of the opposing barrister, because exposing their incompetence and dishonesty is the 
worst sin of all. One barrister, employed by the Treasury Solicitor, tried to directly extract 
several thousand pounds from me after I lost a case. This is outright criminality but it reveals 
the typical barrister mindset. 

This sort of conduct on the part of judges, a refusal to even try to understand your side of 
the argument, really amounts to reckless indifference about the consequences for the 
litigant in person (and, apart from not getting whatever it was you were claiming or applying 
for, the real consequence is being landed with the other side's costs, which will quite 
probably bankrupt you). But reckless indifference as to the harm caused is just as bad as 
intentionally causing that harm (which is why fraud, a very serious crime, can be caused by a 
reckless misrepresentation as well as by an intentional representation). It is doubly serious 
where a person has a specific duty to do justice by, for instance, ensuring that a litigant in 
person is not put at a disadvantage. 

But, in my view, 'reckless indifference' does not adequately describe the conduct I 
encountered. No, in my view, it was not 'reckless indifference' but 'active malevolence'. The 
words used by judges in dismissing my claims or applications prove this, including character 
assassination, sarcasm, lies and introducing completely irrelevant matters which can have no 
purpose other than to gratuitously insult you and trash your reputation. I have seen this 
done to others as well - judges gratuitously insulting a person in their judgments when that 
person has no means of reply and the statements are irrelevant in any event (don't affect 
the outcome one way or another) and so shouldn't be made in the first place. 

So, I came to the conclusion that, as Jordan Professor Peterson puts it above, they caused 
me harm for the sake of causing me harm. People who want to cause people harm for the 
sake of it will obviously try to find positions or situations which enable them to do so. And 
the clever ones will be more successful at finding positions or situations where they can do 
the most harm. This is undeniable, in the same way that it is undeniable that child abusers 
will seek positions working with children (they take a job which involves looking after and 
protecting children in order to exploit them and do them harm). Being a judge is the one 
position where you can cause serious harm to others with no comeback on yourself (other 
than being a hangman, of course). You are even praised for 'doing your job'. This also is 
undeniable. One might say the same about being a policeman or a soldier but, apart from 
the low grade nature of the work, there is a potential comeback in those cases. Your 'victims' 
(criminals, enemy soldiers) might kill you. It follows from this that being a judge is the ideal 
job for a clever and ambitious psychopath; you can exercise malevolent authority over and 
cause harm to others with no risk to yourself and you have a high-status well-paid job into 
the bargain. What's not to like? 

So, I am now clear on this point. These people are evil. They will knowingly and intentionally 
ruin your life without a second thought, and not as a consequence of delivering justice, but 
as a consequence of deliberately denying you justice. People who act in this way when they 
occupy positions of high public authority and trust are, in my view, more evil than murderers 
and rapists. 
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Have I gone over the top? Well, if you think so it is almost certainly because you have not 
been directly on the receiving end of this sort of behaviour (you will have been negatively 
impacted indirectly, I can guarantee that, by having to pay for the EU bailouts as a taxpayer, 
for instance). Just read what follows and make your own mind up. 

The impact on people who go to the justice system looking for justice but whose lives are 
deliberately destroyed by that system is dramatic and profound. It is likely that their whole 
lives are underpinned by a belief in the essential goodness of the society of which they are a 
member; 'the Mother of Parliaments', 'British justice', Magna Carta, the jury system and so 
on. It is deeply shocking to discover that such basic assumptions and beliefs are wrong - 
seriously, seriously wrong. That what you thought was good is, in fact, evil. It pulls the rug 
from under your whole life. All the certainties are gone. This can cause cognitive dissonance; 
where facts contradict something that is so central to your belief system and character that 
your mind will simply not accept those facts. The psychological damage is immense, and the 
physical damage which follows no less so. 

Post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD), acute stress disorder, depression. These are things 
which lead to physical consequences which can kill (high blood pressure, stress, anxiety, 
strokes, heart attacks). There is also 'legal abuse syndrome', which results from exactly the 
sort of situation I have described above, which is a form of PTSD. 65 From my experience, I 
would say that there are far more people who have PTSD as a result of their experiences in 
the legal system, than soldiers who have PTSD as a result of active service. There you are; 
going to court does more harm to society than fighting a war. 

Does that mean that judges are worse than terrorists? I think so. After all, terrorists do not 
pretend to be on our side and they don't have highly-paid jobs at our expense. Judges do. 

I wish I could say otherwise. My mother is descended from a longish line of barristers, going 
back almost 300 years. She is descended from perhaps the most archetypal judicial figure in 
the history of English literature - John Hughes JP, the model for 'Squire Brown JP' of Tom 
Brown's School Days ('JP' means Justice of the Peace; in other words, a Magistrate). One of 
my father's best friends became a judge in the Court of Appeal - a Law Lord. I sincerely wish I 
could have faith in British justice because realizing that I do not means realizing that my 
country is no better than a banana republic (with the disadvantage that bananas won't even 
grow here). But the facts will not allow it. Those facts are outlined below. I know that they 
are irredeemably corrupt. 


65 PTSD, and thus legal abuse syndrome also, can result from 'abuse, including childhood or 
domestic abuse' ( https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/post-traumatic-stress-disorder- 
ptsd/causes/ ). It is a recognized mental disorder and so can found a claim in damages. In this 
context see the defamation case by Leonard Ponzer against Jim Fetzer where the award of 
damages included an element for PTSD ( https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Leonard Pozner and 
http://www.unz.com/kbarrett/the-legal-lynching-of-a-truth-seeker-iim-fetzers-stalinist- 

style-show-trial/ for an alternative view). 
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Since 2003 I have tried to pursue both the whistle-blowing issue (the GAR issue - a public 
interest issue) and the injustice done to me personally (a private issue); mostly the former. 
Essentially, this involved trying to get the relevant authorities to do their jobs and, only 
when that didn't work (to a man, they ran a mile, up to and including the Treasury Select 
Committee), trying to force them to do their jobs via the courts (that didn't work either). 
What I came to realize from this process was that the real problem lies with the justice 
system, not anyone else; companies, auditors, regulators or whatever. This is because the 
justice system is the final backstop; it is supposed to hold all the others to account. The rule 
of law, which means that no-one is above the law - remember that? If the justice system 
does not do hold people to account, gives preferential treatment to some people, then the 
whole system collapses, for the simple reason that preferred/protected people know that 
they will get away with it. How many bankers have been prosecuted as a result of the 
banking crisis? Virtually none. That tells you all you need to know. Now, those in the justice 
system would say that they can only deal with matters that come before them. Quite so, but 
what did those in the justice system do when I took matters to the courts? They actively 
protected the wrong-doers. The point is that this didn't just happen once, it happened time 
and time again; in fact, every time. And what has happened to the Lloyds Banking Group 
shareholders who are trying hold the bank to account? They are blocked in the justice 
system and will remain so for years to come (until they are either dead or broke or have 
given up). So, the jury is in; it is the justice system that is the problem and that is because it 
is corrupt; totally corrupt. 

If you think I am exaggerating then read on. 

From what follows you will gather that I know something of the law. That's because I studied 
for a Graduate Diploma in Law 66 at Northumbria University in 2006/7, after a friend had said 
to me: "You're an argumentative bastard\ Graham. You should be either a politician or a 
lawyer." I really hate politicians, so lawyer it was (now I hate lawyers more than I hate 
snakes, spiders, rats and cat sick - combined). I did not continue with the second year of the 
course because my first year led me to conclude that the whole legal system should be torn 
down, the ground sown with salt and the system rebuilt from scratch. It is just a looting 
machine for lawyers in which the law can be made to mean literally whatever the judge 
wants it to mean and I didn't want to work with people who I fundamentally regard as 


66 This is two-year course which graduates who do not have a law degree must complete in 
order to go into the legal profession. There are two streams; one for solicitors and one for 
barristers. The first year is the same for both streams (you study contract, property, criminal, 
public, trust and EU law and the law of torts); the second year varies depending on whether 
you want to become a solicitor or a barrister. On completion, the student will apply either 
for a training contract with a firm of solicitors or a pupillage with a set of barristers' 
chambers. The legal profession likes to restrict the number of practitioners in order to keep 
incomes up, so there is a serious surplus of people looking for training contracts/pupillages. 
This is really a fraud on the public since many people who take the course stand very little 
chance of ever getting into the legal profession. They have spent all that time, money and 
effort for nothing. But it keeps the lawyers rich, so who cares? 
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greedy and corrupt; some of the nastiest people to walk on the face of the earth. As they 
say: '99% of lawyers give the rest a bad name.' Also, a lot of the students on my course were 
attractive young ladies, so I asked myself the question: 'If I was a barrister interviewing 
someone for a pupillage, would I go for the 55 year-old man who has had a heart attack or 
the attractive young blonde with the chest?' Barristers are human, after all - or so I have 
been told. I await proof. We can say that they have animal instincts, but that does not make 
them human. 

Nonetheless, I am interested in the law as a subject and have now gained quite a lot of 
experience in the legal system; experience which I would rather not have. For instance, I 
know the civil procedure rules better than most judges - because I make it my job to know 
the civil procedure rules better than most judges (If you don't know the rules they will lie 
about them left, right and centre). Most judges do not like people (or, at least, litigants in 
person) who know the rules of their own court better than they do, though I can't think why. 

I mean, it's not as if I am exposing them as over-paid, incompetent, pompous, lazy, arrogant, 
self-satisfied shysters or anything. Also, please do not get the impression that I enjoy going 
to court (what sane person wants to spend any time in the same room as a bunch of 
lawyers); I don't and the only reason I do so is because I am an idiot who doesn't know when 
to give up (but the world would never make progress if everyone gave up when the going 
got tough). This experience has merely confirmed my initial opinion; namely, that ’Lawyers 
are people who stand up and lie in public for money, and judges are ex-lawyers .' 

I initiated various civil proceedings relating to this matter, none of which got off the ground, 
which I will describe as briefly as possible below. In my civil claim against the bank I didn't 
get past a preliminary issue, and, in relation to my applications for judicial review of the 
failings of various public bodies, I didn't even get permission to proceed with any of my 
applications, so proceedings didn't even start. I have simply been blocked at every turn. I 
should say that I have initiated one or two proceedings other than those listed below, but I 
omit them because it is not necessary to describe them in order to get my point across, 
which is that the judicial system is completely, and I mean completely, corrupt. I cannot go 
into the ins and outs of each case in detail, so I merely explain the essential facts and law of 
each case and the result. You will be able to compare the one with the other, as in: 'My car 
was sitting on the side of the road with no steering wheel, no engine and up on bricks with all 
four wheels missing, but the police officer still charged me with speeding and the judge found 
me guilty.' In each case, the result is simply nonsensical given the basic facts and key 
elements of the law. Even if you do not agree that everyjudge is corrupt (you will be wrong), 
what I say below should convince you that there is something very seriously wrong with our 
judicial system - and it's getting worse. 
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Judicial review 


Most of the cases referred to below are applications for judicial review , 67 so you need to 
have some idea of what a judicial review is. Public bodies (including courts of law below the 
High Court), or private bodies which exercise a regulatory or supervisory function which, if it 
were not carried out by them would be carried out by a public body, such as regulating 
solicitors for instance, are subject to judicial review. Thus the Jockey Club, the Law Society, 
the Institute of Chartered Accountants and so on are all subject to judicial review; basically 
any governing body which makes rules covering a particular type of activity, professional, 
sporting or other, with which participants in that activity, profession or sport are required to 
comply. Even private clubs can come within the scope of judicial review. 

A judicial review is a review by the Administrative Division of the High Court of the manner 
in which a decision was made (the process) and not of the decision itself, so the court is not 
concerned with the outcome, merely the way in which the outcome was arrived at. The 
reason for this is that it is the function of the relevant body to make the decision and the 
courts should not usurp this function. This means that the High Court can find in your favour 
by ruling, for instance, that a planning decision was made without proper public 
consultation, but all that does is force the authority to go through the process again with 
proper public consultation. The authority can still make the same planning decision once 
they have gone through that process. On the other hand, it is possible to effectively 
challenge a decision (as opposed to the process) on the grounds that it is so manifestly 
unreasonable that no reasonable person would have made that decision (this is called 
Wednesbury unreasonableness); that is, the outcome is such that proper processes 
(inherent fairness in administrative decisions) cannot have been followed. In this case the 
court, in effect, assesses the adequacy of the decision-making process by assessing the 
reasonableness of the outcome of that process (i.e. the decision), so its assessment is still 
based on an inferred failure to follow proper procedure (if you follow the logic). 

One important aspect of the judicial review process is that a party has to apply to the court 
for permission to proceed with an application for judicial review. This process is designed to 
weed out vexatious applications , 68 applications with no merit and applications that are 
technically deficient (e.g. made outside the time limit). The rule is that permission should be 
granted if, on a quick perusal of the papers, there appears to be what may turn out to be an 
arguable case. It necessarily follows that the full arguments that would be put to the court 
once permission has been granted should not be put to the court at the permission stage 69 


67 An overview of the judicial review process can be found at 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Judicial review in English Law . 

68 Vexatious means 'having no basis in law'. It does not mean malicious. 

69 This is not what happens of course. Full arguments are always put by public bodies at the 
permission stage. This means, in effect, that a judicial review is conducted before permission 
to apply for a judicial review has been given. Judges allow this to happen. It is better for 
them that you should not even get permission to proceed than that you should be given that 
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(otherwise you would have the same hearing twice). See R v. Inland Revenue 
Commissioners, ex p. National Federation of Self Employed and Small Businesses Ltd [1981] 
UKHL 2, Lord Diplock said: 'The whole purpose of requiring that leave should first be obtained 
to make the application for judicial review would be defeated if the court were to go into the 
matter in any depth at that stage. If on a quick perusal of the material then available, the 
court thinks that it discloses what might on further consideration turn out to be an arguable 
case in favour of granting to the applicant the relief claimed, it ought, in the exercise of a 
judicial discretion, to give him leave to apply for that relief. The discretion that the court is 
exercising at this stage is not the same as that which it is called upon to exercise when all the 
evidence is in and the matter has been fully argued at the hearing of the application. ' This is 
a House of Lords decision binding on all lower courts including the High Court. 

An application is initially assessed by the High Court on the papers (that is, without a 
hearing). If the application is dismissed then the applicant can apply for a hearing. If the 
application is dismissed again then the applicant can apply to the Court of Appeal for 
permission to appeal to the Court of Appeal. This application is assessed on the papers. If the 
application is dismissed then the applicant can apply for a hearing, unless the application 
was dismissed on the papers as being 'totally without merit'. If this is the case then no 
application for a hearing can be made and that is the end of the process - except for the 
possibility of an appeal to the European Court of Human Rights. If permission is granted you 
will be given a 20 minute hearing, which means about 10 minutes speaking time, if that (at 
least that is what happens to litigants in person; I assume that applicants who have legal 
representation are not treated in this way). You will appreciate that it is possible to go 
through the whole process described above without ever having been given permission to 
even apply for a judicial review. 

The grounds for applying for a judicial review are: 

1. illegality (Ultra vires or 'Beyond the power', unlawful delegation of power, breach of 
financial duties, improper purposes, which refers to, for example, overtly political 
purposes); 

2. irrationality (unreasonableness (which, in an ECHR context, includes necessity and 
proportionality), irrelevant considerations); 

3. procedural impropriety (breach of statutory requirement, breach of natural justice). 
The remedies an applicant can seek include: 

1. Quashing order - an order quashing a decision; 

2. Prohibiting order - an order prohibiting someone from doing something; 

3. Mandatory order - an order ordering someone to do something; 

4. Declaration - a declaration clarifying rights and obligations; 

5. Injunction - an order ordering someone not to do a particular thing (prohibitory) or 
requiring them to do a particular thing (mandatory); 


permission but fail in the judicial review itself. This is because your challenge can be 
dismissed on the basis that you didn't even get permission to start proceedings. 
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6. Damages - damages cannot be sought alone (must be in combination with another 
remedy) 

More than one remedy can be applied for. 

In conclusion, consider what a judicial system is there for. Broadly speaking, it is there to 
protect people and to punish law breakers. What happens when it fails to do its job? Well, it 
doesn't protect people and it doesn't punish law breakers. What is the effect of this? Well, it 
encourages bad people to break the law and it deters good people from obeying the law. 
Why? Because being good doesn't mean you will be protected, so what is the point in being 
honest if you cannot harvest the fruits of your honesty. For example, why work hard and 
build up a business, if some powerful person can steal the fruits of your labours and not be 
punished for it? So, a failure of the judicial system encourages corruption by not punishing 
crime and not protecting people's rights. In such a society, you very quickly find that the 
criminals end up in positions of power - in business, in local government and in national 
government. Then the whole society will become criminal because a person will only be able 
to get on in life, survive even, through criminality. This is why corruption in the judicial 
system is far worse than a few corrupt bankers (or even a lot of corrupt bankers) or a few 
corrupt politicians. There will always be bad people in a good society but a corrupt judicial 
system corrupts everyone and everything. Welcome to modern Britain. Worse than a 
banana republic - and it doesn't even have any bananas. 

2008 - £4 million claim against Lloyds TSB and various employees 

This was a £4 million claim against Lloyds TSB and various employees for breach of contract, 
negligence, personal injury (the bank had ignored E-Mails from my manager to his manager 
shortly before my heart attack saying that I was 'on the point of collapse'), harassment and 
so on. The £4 million pound figure was not plucked from the air, it was very precisely 
calculated on the basis of my projected earnings, but with additional estimated amounts for 
general and aggravated damages, plus interest. 

This case did not get beyond a preliminary issue, heard in the Newcastle County Court, 
concerning the question of whether, as I argued, I signed a compromise agreement under 
duress (duress has the effect of making an agreement non-binding), in which the court found 
against me. Obviously, since the court ruled that the agreement was binding, under the 
terms of that agreement I could not sue the bank, so my case collapsed. 

However, the court simply ignored the fact that, under s.2(l) Unfair Contracts Terms Act 
1977, the compromise agreement could not lawfully exclude liability for personal injury 
(where the evidence was damning - see above). This happened both in the original 
proceedings and twice on appeal (High Court and Court of Appeal). They simply refused to 
consider the personal injury element of my claim; three separate courts. 

The Newcastle County Court had no jurisdiction to hear the case in the first place. Article 
7(4) The High Court and County Courts Jurisdiction Order 1991 provides that claims of the 
type I made (over £50,000 in value) shall be heard in the High Court unless a certain criterion 
is met (the criterion being the need to consider certain criteria, like complexity and value). 
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Since the criterion in Article 7(4) was not met, in the sense that the court did not consider 
the criteria, my claim was required by that provision to be heard in the High Court. We are 
dealing here with a statutory condition precedent, 70 which is where the law says that you 
cannot do one thing until you have done some other thing. In this case, the county court 
cannot hear a case (and does not acquire jurisdiction) until it has considered the relevant 
criteria used to decide whether a case should be heard in the County Court or the High 
Court. The entire proceedings in the County Court were therefore void (in law they never 
happened). 

The bank acted on behalf of at least one of the individual defendants even though it had no 
authority to do so and counsel for the bank even admitted that they could not find one of 
the defendants. This means that the bank's legal representatives appeared in court on 
someone's behalf when that person did not know they were doing so and had given them no 
authority to do so. 

The court ignored the fact that the banks' medical expert admitted in court that he did not 
know what duress was (in cross-examination he said he was 'not familiar with duress' (para. 
77 of the transcript)), which meant that his expert's report on the question of whether I 
signed the compromise agreement under duress could not be relied upon by the court. 
Clearly, a court cannot (in law is not allowed to) rely on an expert's report when the expert 
admits that he is not an expert in the matter he is reporting on (but it did). 71 Put it this way, 
what would your response be if you were to go and see a specialist in, say, heart-related 
matters and the specialist said: "Well, I am not actually familiar with this area of medicine, 
but I will give you my opinion nonetheless ."? Might you be tempted to reply: "No, you bloody 
well won't!" perhaps? 

In spite of the fact that he did not understand the meaning of duress (or, rather, because of 
it - he didn't realize that he was agreeing with me) the bank's medical expert wrote in his 


70 See Benham v. The United Kingdom - 19380/92 [1996] ECHR 22 where reference was 
made to R. v. Manchester City Magistrates' Court, ex parte Davies [1989] 1 All England 
Reports 30, where lack of jurisdiction arose because 'they [the Magistrates] never carried out 
the inquiry required [by the law]'. In other words, the court failed to consider something 
which it was required to consider by statute, which is an exact parallel to my case. As 
referred to in Robinson, R. v. [2017] EWCA Crim 936 at 18. 

71 If someone falsely claims to be an expert and acts as such in proceedings, this amounts to 
contempt of court. If the judge allows a person to act as an expert when he knows he is not 
an expert, the judge is in contempt of court. A judge is not the court, he is an officer of the 
court, and can be in contempt of his own court like any other officer of the court. You will 
not hear judges saying this. In Raymond v. Honey [1981] UKHL 8 it was said: 'In considering 
whether any contempt has been committed by the appellant, there are two basic principles 
from which to start. First, any act done which is calculated to obstruct or interfere with the 
due course of justice, or the lawful process of the courts, is a contempt of court.' Does 
allowing a non-expert to act as an expert interfere with the due course of justice? Of course 
it does. 
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report that, in his view, I signed the compromise agreement because of my 'subjective 
perception of the adverse effects of his [that is, my] continuing involvement in litigation'. I 
had started unfair dismissal proceedings against the bank as soon as I was dismissed, but 
then dropped those proceedings because I feared the potentially fatal consequences for my 
health (I was worried that I would have another heart attack) and signed a compromise 
agreement with the bank. But duress is acting as a result of a subjective fear of an adverse 
(i.e. harmful) consequence, even if, objectively speaking, there is no risk of that consequence 
(Gladstone Williams [1987] 3 All ER 411 at p 415F). 72 So, in fact, the bank's medical expert 
agreed that I signed the compromise agreement under duress. This means that the judge 
found against me when both of the parties (me and the bank, via its expert) agreed on the 
key point in contention. 

In fact, the judge also agreed with the medical expert (and me). He said in his judgment: 'Dr 
[x], in his report also said: "From the available evidence it appears that his decision to sign 
the Agreement was motivated by the intervention of his wife and his subjective perception of 
the adverse effects of his continuing involvement in litigation. "As I indicated at the time, that 
conclusion was outwith the scope of his instructions and amounted to a finding of fact for the 
Court and not for the expert. However it is a finding which I am driven to in this case having 
heard all the evidence.' So, the judge found that I was acting because of my subjective 


72 Duress can be defined as acting as a result of fear of a harmful or negative consequence. 
This is clearly a subjective state of mind (what you believe). Consider a situation where an 
old lady in a wheelchair points a gun at you and says: 'Sign over your millions to me or else!' 

It does not matter that the gun was, in fact, not loaded and that you could easily have 
overcome the old lady; if you genuinely believed that the gun was loaded then you acted 
under duress. You know this; it is just common sense. The judge said that he rejected the 
idea of 'subjective duress' but there is a well-known subjective test for duress, as well as an 
objective test. In Bowen, R. v. [1996] EWCA Crim 1792 it was said (my emphasis): 'After 
summarising briefly the defence case on duress, he told the jury that if they believed the 
defendant, or thought he might be telling the truth, they should acquit. In other words, he 
told them to apply the first or subjective test (see page 14C-D).' This says that the subjective 
test is a simple question of whether the judge/jury accepts that the defendant actually 
believed in the threat or risk of harm and acted as a result of that belief. If he did then the 
question of whether that belief was reasonable is irrelevant. The judgment goes on to say 
(my emphasis): 'In that case counsel for the appellant submitted that medical evidence might 
be admissible both for the purposes of the subjective test, namely whether the threats affect 
the accused in fact, and the objective test, namely how would the person of reasonable 
firmness react.' So, the subjective test is simply a question of whether the person actually 
believed in the risk of harm; the objective test then goes on to ask whether, given that the 
person did actually believe in the risk of harm, he showed the degree of resilience in 
resisting that risk of harm that could be expected from the ordinary reasonable man 
('objective' means by the standards of the ordinary reasonable man). Obviously, if someone 
says to you "If you don't help me with this bank robbery I'll pinch your arm.", you could not 
really claim that you could not resist that threat; that is, it would not be unreasonable to 
expect you to resist the threat ("Go on then, pinch my arm. See if I care."). 
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perception of a harmful consequence (fear of a harmful consequence); in other words, 
duress. 

So, if both the defendant's medical expert and the judge agreed that I was acting under 
duress (a subjective fear of a harmful consequence), why did I lose? The reason is that the 
judge (even though I explained the matter quite clearly both in written and oral submissions) 
equated duress with irrationality, lack of mental capacity (you do something because you are 
deprived by fear of your capacity to make a rational decision) or something like that. 

Having rejected the idea of 'subjective duress' (see note), he said that his principal finding 
was that 'when the claimant signed the agreement he did so willingly, that he was not in fear 
of death and that he made a rational and independent decision.' 

In the first place, the idea that I was not in fear of death is flatly contradicted by the 
evidence, which I submitted, of a consultant cardiologist who had reported in late October 
2003, only some three months before the relevant event, that I was 'very worried about 
impending coronary events', where 'very worried' = 'in fear of and 'impending coronary 
events' = fatal heart attack' = 'death', but what does a consultant cardiologist (who was 
there) know about such things compared to a judge (who wasn't there)? If I was very 
worried in general terms, how much more worried would I be by something (legal action) 
which was likely to significantly increase the risk of a heart attack? So, the judge intentionally 
ignored the evidence. 

In the second place, when you act under duress you act willingly and rationally in the sense 
that what you do is the most logical thing for you to do in the circumstances. For instance, if 
you take part in a bank robbery because someone says he will kill you if you don't, you 
willingly (given the circumstances; that is, given the choice between the bank robbery and 
death), rationally and consciously make the choice to take part in the bank robbery because 
the alternative is to be killed. The idea that acting under duress involves acting irrationally is 
therefore completely nonsensical; you make a rational and conscious decision. 73 

In the third place, how can he claim that I acted independently when he agrees that I acted 
as a result of my 'subjective perception of the adverse effects of his continuing involvement in 
litigation'(see above)? Independently means uninfluenced by others or outside factors 


73 Lord Scarman, in Universe Tankships of Monrovia v. International Transport Workers 
Federation (The Universe Sentinel) [1983] 1 AC 366, which I cited, described duress as (my 
emphasis): 'The classic case of duress is, however, not the lack of will to submit but the 
victim's intentional submission arising from the realisation that there is no other practical 
choice open to him . This is the thread of principle which links the early law of duress (threat 
to life or limb) with later developments when the law came also to recognise as duress first 
the threat to property and now the threat to a man's business or trade.' Note that there is a 
rational and conscious decision. There is no suggestion of irrational behaviour or lack of 
mental capacity; in fact, the person's reaction is the most logical and reasonable course of 
action in the circumstances. This is a House of Lords decision, so it is binding on all lower 
courts. 
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(factors not necessary to decide the issue at hand), such as a fear of some extraneous thing 
(like a heart attack), because if you are influenced by a fear of something, you decision is 
subject to that fear and so not independent. Lack of independence could result from fear 
caused by someone pointing a gun at your head, so it could also arise as a result of a fear 
caused by some other, non-personal, factor which does not involve a human agency, such as 
fear of a heart attack. He can't have it both ways. Well, actually, he can and he did. He can 
spout any garbage that he likes. That's the law for you. 

The point is, I think, that having rejected the notion of 'subjective duress', the judge did not 
give us an alternative (and, according to him, proper) definition. So we are left to try and 
work out what he meant by 'duress' from his findings. He seems to think that it involves 
some sort of irrational behaviour, possibly based on some notion of fear driving a person 
witless ('scared witless'), or a lack of mental capacity. But this is nonsense as we have seen; 
duress involves making a rational and conscious decision in response to a threat or risk, 
along the lines of: 7 had better take part in the bank robbery or I will be killed.' There's 
nothing irrational about that. 

My appeals in relation to the above (and a number of other serious issues) were simply 
dismissed out of hand; that is, no serious consideration was given to my arguments. It was 
clear, in some instances, that the judge had not even read my arguments (this tends to be 
obvious). 

2009 - Judicial review of Parliamentary Ombudsman 

In 2006 I complained to the Parliamentary Ombudsman (PO) about the Financial Services 
Authority's (FSA's) supervision of the £1.5 billion GAR (Guaranteed Annuity Rate) liabilities of 
Scottish Widows during the demutualisation of that company (sale to Lloyds TSB) in 2000. 

The PO said that my complaint was outside her jurisdiction, claiming that it was a conduct of 
business regulation matter (which was not within her jurisdiction) rather than a prudential 
regulation matter (which was within her jurisdiction). This was patently untrue because at 
that very time she was in the middle of an investigation into the FSA's supervision of the GAR 
liabilities of Equitable Life during the same period. In other words, the same time frame 
(1999-2000), the same matter (GAR liabilities) and two similar companies (two large life 
companies i.e. Scottish Widows and Equitable Life). 

We know that the PO was aware of the difference between conduct of business regulation 
and prudential regulation when she refused to investigate my complaint of October 2006 
because, in September 2005, she sent a memorandum to the Petitions Committee of the 
European Parliament explaining the distinction between conduct of business regulation and 
prudential regulation. In addition to this she explained the matter again in her July 2008 
report on Equitable Life ("Equitable Life: a decade of regulatory failure"). 

In spite of the plain fact that the demutualization of Scottish Widows was a transfer of long¬ 
term business and therefore a prudential regulation matter under s.49 and following of the 
Insurance Companies Act 1982, provable by the PO's own words, and therefore a matter 
which the PO should have investigated as being within her jurisdiction (of course, had she 
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investigated the matter, she would have been free to find that there had been no wrong¬ 
doing), four judges in a row (HHJ Roger Kaye QC (on the papers), HHJ Simon Grenfell QC (on 
renewal). Lord Justice Pill (on the papers on appeal) and Lord Justice Carnwath (on renewal 
of appeal)) ruled against me in refusing to give me permission to proceed with an application 
for judicial review. 

The GAR losses suffered by Scottish Widows policyholders were in the region of £1.5 billion. 
Across the life industry as a whole they were in the region of £14 billion to £15 billion (that 
was the total GAR exposure according to an article in the Daily Telegraph of 21/7/2000). 

That was back in 2000. Today the loss has grown to somewhere around £40 billion, or 
possibly more (that is, the policyholders would be around £40 billion better off today if they 
had not suffered a £14 billion loss in 2000). The FSA caused these losses by 'actively 
misleading' policyholders (that was what the PO herself said about the FSA in relation to 
Equitable Life); the PO 'actively misled' me about her jurisdiction and the courts acted to 
protect the PO. So, the PO won but millions of policyholders lost out. 

The failure of the judicial system to deal with the failure of the PO to deal with the failure of 
the FSA to properly regulate the financial sector (life companies in this case) meant that an 
opportunity to turn the FSA into a robust and effective regulator (as opposed to being a 
regulator which was, as Lord Turner (the FSA's own Chairman) later admitted, unfit for 
purpose) was missed. The ineffectiveness of the FSA's regulation of the financial sector was a 
prime cause (the prime cause many would argue) of the global banking crisis of 2007/8 and 
therefore of the subsequent global financial crisis, because it was the UK, at the instigation 
of Gordon Brown, which 'led the pack' in the race to deregulate (the 'race to the bottom') 
and the UK was therefore the main driver of the banking crisis (the US followed the UK in 
order to remain competitive). 

We therefore have a serial 'failure' on the part of the regulator, the ombudsman and the 
courts; all three failed to do their jobs. The FSA has now been abolished, although this 
amounted to just shutting the stable door after the horse has bolted (in fact, most of the FSA 
staff simply moved across to the new regulator - at huge expense to the taxpayer). Who has 
paid the price for this serial 'failure'? The UK taxpayer. The courts, of course, have not been 
abolished, even though they have caused more damage than any other factor. 

Why did the PO act as she did? The answer is very simple. Because she knew that Equitable 
Life was just the tip of the iceberg. 

Why did the judges act as they did? Well, that's another question. But bear this in mind, 
when a government wants to cover something up, what does it do? Yup, set up a judicial 
enquiry. Don't get me started on the North Wales Child Abuse Scandal, where the judge 
ordered the destruction of critical evidence. 74 What! Yup, it's true I am afraid. Many of the 
child victims are now dead. Well, thanks for that, judge. 


74 See the Daily Mirror article "Photographic evidence of men abusing boys in care homes 
'deliberately destroyed'" (8/11/2012). Also the 8/11/2012 Channel 4 news programme (7pm) 
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2010 - Judicial review of the Ministry of Justice re Civil Restraint Orders or 
CROs 

A CRO is a court order which prevents a person taking any step in legal proceedings 
(including starting legal proceedings) without the prior approval of a judge and payment of 
the relevant court fee, even if he would otherwise qualify for a fee remission. They are also 
regularly used to label people as troublemakers and destroy their reputations. There were 
two parts to this application. 

The first part was an application concerning the imposition of a CRO on me by the Newcastle 
County Court on the basis that, inter alia, I had not been given an opportunity to make 
representations to the court before the CRO was imposed and that the CRO was therefore 
unlawful. This is basic stuff. In Smith v. ADVFN Pic & Ors [2008] EWHC 1797 (QB) an 
Approved Supplemental Judgment was issued which stated: 'The purpose of this short 
supplemental judgment is, therefore, simply to make it clear that no civil restraint order was 
in fact made. That is because it would not be right to make such an order without giving Mr. 
Smith's counsel the opportunity to make such representations as he wishes.' This was binding 
on the court, but the court simply ignored it. My application got nowhere. By the way, this 
CRO was imposed on me when I appealed against a court order which had never been 
issued. That's right, the court said 'Well, never mind that a court order was never drawn up 
or issued, we meant to draw up and issue a court order, and you are bound by the order we 
never drew up or issued.' Apparently, appealing against a non-existent court order is 'totally 
without merit'. I have the papers and can prove this (see below). 

In A Practical Approach to Civil Procedure by Stuart Sime (9 th Ed., p. 446) it says: ’After a 
judgment or order has been pronounced by the court, the next step is to have it drawn up. In 
Holtby v. Hodgson (1889) 24 QBD 103 Lord Esher said at 107: "Pronouncing judgment is not 
entering judgment; something has to be done which will be a record. "’See also Benson v. 
Richards [2002] EWCA Civ 1402 where it was said (my emphasis): 'Secondly, in relation to the 
reference to the order of 8th May having effect until "the date of the judgment", the Judge 
held that there was no "judgment" in that sense until the reserved judgment of 12th May 
had been converted into a formal order:- "'Judgment' as it appears in the context of an 
interlocutory order must mean not the reasoning or exposition of the court of the grounds for 

reaching its decision or conclusion but the formal document in which the decision, 

determination or conclusion of the court is set out. The reserved judgment sent out to the 

parties would seem to fall into the former and not the latter category until such time as the 

'form of order' proposed at the end was formally announced, drawn up and sealed. Bearing 
in mind that it purported to contain injunctive orders any receiving party would be entitled to 
assume that it would not be effective unless and until formally drawn. It follows that, until 
July 2001 at the earliest, there was no 'judgment' within the meaning of the injunctive order 
of 8th May 1998 such as to supersede that order. Once, however, the form of order was dealt 
with in open court on 6th July and subsequently sealed pursuant to the court's direction as 


( http://www.channel4.com/news/child-abuse-north-wales-waterhouse-inquiry-sian- 

griffiths ). 
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'amended' then and only then, did it effectively 'take over'from the injunctive order of 8th 
May 1998 (pl8)."' It is clear, on this basis, that an order does not exist until it is drawn up 
and sealed by the court, at which time it takes effect from when it was made. This means 
that it cannot be regarded as 'totally without merit' to appeal against such an order on the 
basis that it is non-existent (because it is non-existent). To make such a ruling is a very 
serious perversion of the course of justice, which is an abuse of judicial office which should 
land the judge in jail for a very long time. 


5. The file contains a document in standard form by which staff referred 
the Defendant's application for the attention of the district judge as 
bcxwork on 7 May. In fact it was not seen by the judge until 13 May 
when he wrote out an order that the time for filing the Defence should 
be extended to on or before 4pm on 6 June. There is no sign that he 
was aware at that stage of the Claimant’s application. It is also the 
case that his order seems never to have been formally drawn although 
it appears clearly to have been the intention of the judge that it should 
be. In fact on same date, 13 May, the court stamped as received a 
copy of the Defendant’s defence. 


Part of an order of HHJ Walton dated 12/11/2010 (Newcastle County Court). The non¬ 
existent order, which extended time for filing a defence, or rather didn't, denied me default 
judgment of over £4 million. 

The second part was an application for a declaration that the requirement for a person 
subject to a CRO to pay court fees in advance of an application (he cannot get a fee 
remission even if he would otherwise qualify for one) was an absolute bar to access to 
justice to those who could not afford to pay a relevant court fee and therefore unlawful (I 
was on Unemployment Benefit at the time of about £65 per week and the relevant court fee 
was £75). In Witham, R (on the application of) v. Lord Chancellor [1997] EWHC Admin 237, it 
was said at 26 (my emphasis): 'Mr Richards submitted that it was for the Lord Chancellor's 
discretion to decide what litigation should be supported by taxpayers' money and what 
should not. As regards the expenses of legal representation, I am sure that is right. Payment 
out of legal aid of lawyers' fees to conduct litigation is a subsidy by the State which in general 
is well within the power of the executive, subject to the relevant main legislation, to regulate. 
But the impost of court fees is, to my mind, subject to wholly different considerations. They 
are the cost of going to court at all, lawyers or no lawyers. They are not at the choice of the 
litigant, who may by contrast choose how much to spend on his lawyers. In my judgment the 
1996 Order's effect is to bar absolutely many persons from seeking justice from the courts. 

Mr Richards' elegant and economical argument contains an unspoken premise. It is that the 
common law affords no special status whatever to the citizen's right of access to justice. He 
says that the statute's words are unambiguous, are amply wide enough to allow what has 
been done, and that there is no available Wednesbury complaint. That submission would be 
good in a context which does not touch fundamental constitutional rights. But I do not think 
that it can run here. Access to the courts is a constitutional right; it can only be denied by the 
government if it persuades Parliament to pass legislation which specifically - in effect by 
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express provision - permits the executive to turn people away from the court door. That has 
not been done in this case. ' 

This is saying (1) that the right of access to a court is a fundamental constitutional right, (2) 
that, as such, this right can only be overridden by express words in a statute, (3) that this has 
not been done and (4) that, in the absence of such express words, to deny access to a court 
by requiring someone to pay a court fee that he cannot afford is unlawful. So, the High Court 
had already ruled that I was right some 13 years earlier - but it made no difference. My 
application got nowhere. 

Clearly, I was in the right in both the above matters. The conduct of the Newcastle County 
Court was unlawful and the imposition of court fees on people who cannot afford to pay 
them is a denial of justice at the most fundament level and therefore unlawful. 

Unfortunately, in the British justice system, being right does not mean you win, and, in the 
case of a litigant in person, it guarantees that you will lose. If you don't believe this just 
consider the cases that I describe here. 

2010 - Judicial review of the Institute of Chartered Accountants in England & 
Wales (ICAEW) 

This application related to the Guaranteed Annuity Rate (GAR) liabilities (audits of life 
companies). It concerned the failure by the ICAEW (the regulator of the accountancy and 
auditing profession) to investigate the auditors of the eight other life companies which the 
Parliamentary Ombudsman had identified as being 'a general cause for concern' (that is, 
there was a risk that they would go under like Equitable Life) in her report on the Equitable 
Life crisis (Main report, para. 74). Note that my application did not concern the ICAEW's 
failure to investigate directly but their failure to respond at all to my complaint to them, 
given that their FAQ on the disciplinary process says that 'we do have to go through a proper 
process', even when rejecting a complaint, and that this must involve properly assessing 
complaints made to them. Not responding to a complaint at all does not amount to 'going 
through a proper process', so all I was asking the court to do was, in effect, to order the 
ICAEW follow its own procedures. Hardly a radical idea. 

The ICAEW had carried out an investigation into Ernst & Young, the auditors of Equitable 
Life, and had found that Ernst & Young was ’seriously at fault in sanctioning non-disclosure 
[of the GAR liability] in the absence of specific and unambiguous legal advice that such a 
course was justified within the meaning and for the purposes of FRS 12' (Para. 57). Ernst & 
Young was therefore guilty of misconduct. Mind you, it took them 10 years to complete their 
investigation and the resulting fine was peanuts (less than 5 minutes income). 

If the accounts of Equitable Life should have been qualified in relation to the GAR issue, it 
follows that the accounts of these other eight life companies should have been qualified as 
well. Or, at least, that there must be serious concerns as to why their accounts were not 
qualified; concerns which the ICAEW should have investigated. 
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It is obvious that if an investigation into Ernst & Young was justified, then an investigation 
into the auditors of the other eight life companies was justified as well. And not just justified 
but required by the ICAEW's own rules (the ICAEW would not have carried an investigation 
into Ernst & Young if it was not necessary under its own rules). 

In addition, as a Chartered Accountant I was required, under the ICAEW's disciplinary rule 
9(1), to report 'any facts or matters which indicate that a member, firm or provisional 
member, may have become liable to disciplinary action'. 

My application for judicial review was rejected on the papers, on renewal and on appeal, but 
the standard for granting permission to proceed is (my emphasis): 'If on a quick perusal of 
the material then available, the court thinks that it discloses what might on further 
consideration turn out to be an arguable case in favour of granting to the applicant the relief 
claimed, it ought, in the exercise of a judicial discretion, to give him leave to apply for that 
relief.' 75 

This is a very low threshold, and intentionally so, but, apparently, I did not meet it. In other 
words, the court was saying that it is fine for the ICAEW to refuse to respond to a complaint 
at all, even though the member making the complaint might have been liable to disciplinary 
action had he failed to report the matter. 

Do you believe that I did not meet the threshold? Seriously? 

2011 - Judicial review of the Institute of Chartered Accountants in England & 
Wales (ICAEW) 

This application related to the PricewaterhouseCoopers's 2006 audit of Northern Rock and 
2008 audit of Lloyds TSB (banking crisis). It concerned the ICAEW's refusal to investigate a 
complaint I made to them concerning the audits of Northern Rock and Lloyds TSB; namely, 
the failure of the auditor (PricewaterhouseCoopers or PwC) to qualify the relevant accounts 
(that is, issue a qualified audit report). 

Note that, under relevant accounting standards, contingent liabilities (where there is 
uncertainty about whether a liability will actually crystallize) must be reported on unless 
they are both immaterial and remote. 'Remote' means 'beyond unlikely'. 

Publicly available documents make it very clear that there were serious concerns about both 
companies and about Northern Rock in particular. This means that the probability of failure 
was not remote by any stretch of the imagination. 

In the case of Northern Rock for example, in the report of the Economic Affairs Committee 
of the House of Lords ("Auditors: Market concentration and their role") the Committee 


75 R v. Inland Revenue Commissioners, ex p. National Federation of Self Employed and Small 
Businesses Ltd [1981] UKHL 2 per Lord Diplock. 
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stated at 145: 'We ore astonished that PwC appeared not to recognize an amber light that 
flashed so brightly.' 

Do you think that the failure of PwC to act on clear warning signs was a matter worthy of 
investigation by the ICAEW? 

It is worth noting that not one single bank had its accounts qualified before the financial 
crisis of 2007/8/9. Not one. 

In this context, the "Report of the House of Lords Select Committee on Economic Affairs 
Banking Supervision and Regulation", June 2009, states, on page 50: 'We have seen no 
evidence that bank auditors failed in their statutory duty to make a going-concern judgment 
on their clients. Bank auditors should not be required to make a more general judgment on 
the quality of their clients' strategies. In any event , it is unlikely that auditors would be more 
able than financial supervisors to identify structural problems in the financial sector.' 
However, their later report Auditors: Market concentration and their role, March 2011, 
states, on page 46 (my emphasis): 'There was no single cause of the banking meltdown of 
2008-09. First and foremost, the banks have themselves to blame. 4s our predecessor 
Committee found in its report on Banking Supervision and regulation in 2009, the supervisory 
system put in place in 1997 proved unfit for purpose. But we conclude that the complacency 
of bank auditors was a significant contributory factor. Either they were culpably unaware of 
the mounting dangers, or, if they were aware of them, they equally culpably failed to alert 
the supervisory authority of their concerns. ' 

So, if the auditors were culpable, one way or the other, as the House of Lords Select 
Committee on Economic Affairs said, why did the ICAEW refuse to investigate? And why did 
the courts support that refusal? 

In the case of Lloyds TSB (and other banks) the auditors said that they did not qualify the 
accounts on a going concern basis (that is, express doubts about whether the entity can 
survive the next 12 months as a going concern) because they received an assurance from the 
UK government that it would, in effect, bail out the banks. The government, in the person of 
Lord Myners, the Minister responsible, denied it had ever given such an assurance. 

In the "Un revised transcript of evidence taken before the Select Committee on Economic 
Affairs Inquiry on Auditors: Market Concentration and their Role (Evidence Session No. 10. 
Heard in Public. Questions 447 - 503", Tuesday 18 January 2011) on p. 28 
(http://www.parliament.uk/documents/lords-committees/economic- 
affairs/auditors/ucEAC180111evl0.pdf) Lord Myners said (my emphasis): ’It was not my task 
to give them comfort, and I very carefully in my letter to them did not seek to give them 
comfort that went beyond what we had already said. That is why I particularly reread that 
sentence, because, as Lord Hollick has quite correctly picked up, I was quite clear as to the 
people whom government felt were the focus of the protection of government action: 
depositors, taxpayers and enhancing general financial stability. This was one of the reasons 
why I left this meeting very open-ended, with a clear message that I would not have been 
surprised if they had sought further meetings, either as a group or individually. I did not want 
them to go away thinking, "That’s it. The weight of responsibility has been removed. We can 
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rely upon the statements given by the Minister".' Lord Myners specifically said that it was not 
his intention to give them sufficient comfort for an audit report. 

So, the auditors of the banks claimed that they had an assurance of support for the banks 
from the UK government and the UK government flatly contradicted that claim. Grounds for 
an enquiry by the ICAEW perhaps? It looks to me as if the auditors not only failed to conduct 
proper audits but that they lied about it afterwards as well. 

My application for judicial review was rejected, essentially on the basis that the ICAEW told 
the court that they had decided not to investigate the matter, though they did not explain 
why. The judges just accepted this, as in: 'So, you decided not to investigate it, but won't tell 
us why? Oh, OK then, case dismissed.' 

2011 - Judicial review of legality of UK Government Ministers signing up to EU 
bailout mechanisms (EFSF and EFSM) 

This was an application to have the EU bailout mechanisms (the EFSF, EFSM and so on 76 ) 
declared unlawful under the EU treaties and to prevent UK Government Ministers from 
approving them and, as a result, prevent the wasting billions of pounds of UK taxpayers' 
money bailing out incompetent or dishonest foreign governments, like that of Greece for 
instance. Obviously, the legality of the bailout mechanisms under the treaties had to be 
determined before the conduct of UK Government Ministers could be addressed. After all, if 
the bailouts were legal, what was the problem? 

Remember, in this context, that EU treaties are part of UK law. As Lord Denning said in HP 
Bulmer Ltd & Anor v. J. Bollinger SA & Ors [1974] EWCA Civ 14 at 5: 'Parliament has decreed 
that the Treaty is henceforward to be part of our law. It is equal in force to any statute.' [...] 
'The statute is expressed in forthright terms which are absolute and all-embracing. Any rights 
or obligations created by the Treaty are to be given legal effect in England without more ado. 
Any remedies or procedures provided by the Treaty are to be made available here without 


76 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/European debt crisis . I also challenged the legality of ECB 
bond purchases. The English courts simply blocked my application using procedural 
shenanigans, as you will see. However, the German Constitutional Court declared them 
illegal under EU law on 5/5/2020, saying ’In light of Art. 119 and Art. 127 et seq. TFEU as well 
as Art. 17 et seq. ESCB Statute, the ECB Governing Council's Decision of 4 March 2015 (EU) 
2015/774 and the subsequent Decisions (EU) 2015/2101, (EU) 2015/2464, (EU) 2016/702 and 
(EU) 2017/100 must be qualified as ultra vires acts, despite the CJEU's judgment to the 
contrary .' [...] ’Therefore, the decisions at issue violate Art. 5(1) second sentence and Art. 5(4) 
TEU and, in consequence, exceed the monetary policy mandate of the ECB. ' Since TEU is 
incorporated into UK law, it follows that the Chancellor of the Exchequer, Alastair Darling, 
was acting unlawfully in supporting the bond purchases, as were his successors. How much 
is involved? Getting on for €3 trillion (that's trillion with a't'). Nice one, British judges! See 
https://www.bundesverfassungsgericht.de/SharedDocs/Pressemitteilungen/EN/2020/bvg20 

-032.html. 
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being open to question. In future, in transactions which cross the frontiers, we must no 
longer speak or think of English law as something on its own. We must speak and think of 
Community law, of Community rights and obligations, and we must give effect to them.' 

It follows that if a UK Government Minister breaks an EU Treaty or signs up to something 
which is in breach of an EU treaty, he is, broadly speaking, breaking UK law. This brings 
breaches of EU treaties by UK Government Ministers within the jurisdiction of UK courts. Put 
it this way, if a UK Government Minister signs up to some EU scheme which is unlawful 
under the EU treaties, who will hold him to account, if not the UK courts? Is it possible that 
certain actions of a UK Government Minister cannot be challenged in the UK courts (and 
therefore the UK) at all? It must be a fundamental principle of our law that UK Government 
Ministers are answerable to the UK courts for all their actions (at least where there is some 
law to judge them against, as opposed to matters of policy) and it is only being a UK 
Government Minister which gives them any authority to act on the EU stage. 

The point was that a number of leading public figures had openly admitted that the EU 
bailout mechanisms were illegal under the EU treaties (specifically, the famous 'no bailout 
clause' - Article 125 TEU). These included: 

• The Head of the European Council. 

• The President of Germany. 

• The Head of the Bundesbank (German state bank, equivalent of the Bank of England). 

• The Head of the International Monetary Fund or IMF (then French Finance Minister). 

• The French Europe Minister. 77 

• A British MEP (Daniel Hannan) 

• A British MP (Bill Cash) 

• A German MP (Peter Gauweiler), who took the matter to the German Constitutional 
Court, backed by a number of German professors. Note that he was not thrown out 
on his ear by the court, unlike me. 

In this context, see Hansard (House of Commons) for 20/12/2010 (Column 1193) (my 
emphasis): 

'Mr William Cash (Stone) (Con): I am extremely grateful, Mr Speaker. I really only came here 
to wish the Prime Minister a happy Christmas. Does the Prime Minister share the concern of 
many of us that the present financial mechanism is unlawful, and that Britain is exposed until 
2013 while the black hole of Portugal and Spain opens up before us? Does he therefore think 
there are serious grounds for challenging the unlawfulness of it and not exposing the British 


77 Pierre Lellouche, France's Europe minister, said to the Financial Times of the emergency 
stabilisation mechanism "It is expressly forbidden in the treaties by the famous no bail-out 
clause. De facto, we have changed the treaty." ( https://europeanfoundation.org/are-the- 
eurozone-bailouts-illegal/ ). 
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electorate to the prospect of having to contribute to that while suffering such severe 
austerity cuts? 

The Prime Minister: I thank you, Mr Speaker, for your leniency. No European statement 
would be complete without a question from my hon. Friend the Member for Stone (Mr Cash). 
He may have a good point. Article 122 of the treaty refers to help in the case of natural 
disasters and other emergencies. There are some people who question whether it should 
have been used in this way to support eurozone countries.' 

So, I challenged the lawfulness of the EU bailout mechanisms, as Mr William Cash MP 
proposed. This must be the only judicial review application in history that was first proposed 
in Parliament, acquiesced in by the Prime Minister and evidently well-founded on the basis 
of statements made by a whole raft of leading European public figures. 

You would have thought that where a string of leading public figures have openly admitted 
that the bailout mechanisms were illegal, and where the Prime Minister himself has 
admitted that the bailout mechanisms could be illegal, that this might just amount to 'what 
might on further consideration turn out to be an arguable case', the threshold for granting 
leave to proceed with an application for judicial review as per R v. Inland Revenue 
Commissioners, ex p. National Federation of Self Employed and Small Businesses Ltd [1981] 
UKHL2. 

But no, this wasn't enough. 

So, there we go. Apparently, EU member states can openly break the EU treaties at will and 
there is nothing that a UK citizen can do about it. That is the law. We cannot even challenge 
UK government ministers when they are in breach of EU treaties 78 or force them to do 
anything about breaches by other member states, even though those treaties are part of UK 
law (which means we have a part of UK law which UK courts have no power to enforce). The 


78 It was Alastair Darling, then Chancellor of the Exchequer, who voted at the meeting of the 
European Council on 9/5/2010 to establish the European Financial Stabilisation Mechanism 
(EFSM). 209. An article in the Daily Telegraph dated 10/5/2010 ("Taxpayers face £13 billion 
bailout after Alistair Darling caves in") stated: 'The Chancellor, representing Britain until a 
new government is formed, was forced to participate in a £95 billion "stabilisation 
mechanism" aimed helping European Union countries that face a debt crisis. The decision 
followed a crisis meeting in Brussels to discuss the financial turmoil that has raised doubts 
about the future of the euro. It exposes the British taxpayer to £9.6 - £13 billion in liabilities 
should Spain or Portugal go the way of Greece. Mr Darling had no choice but to surrender 
because the decision was taken under a Lisbon Treaty "exceptional occurrences" clause that 
stripped Britain of its veto. "I think it's important that we do everything we can to stabilise 
the markets to show we're coming through what is a difficult period," he said.' (See 
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/europe/eu/7703034/Taxpayers-face-13- 

billion-bailout-after-Alistair-Darling-caves-in.html ). None of this prevented Alastair Darling of 
taking steps on the basis that setting up the EFSM was unlawful in the first place. For 
instance, he could have refused to vote at all and referred the matter to the European Court. 
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UK government, if it sees other member states openly breaking the EU treaties, is under no 
obligation to do anything about it and no-one can force them to do anything about it, even if 
it costs the UK taxpayer billions of pounds. William Cash MP was wrong when he said that 
this unlawful conduct could be challenged in any way and David Cameron, Prime Minister, 
was wrong to even think that something might be done to challenge it. It seems that the UK 
government thinks that it can challenge such conduct but it is wrong. A judge with limited, if 
any, knowledge of the law in this area has ruled that nothing can be done. 

An article in the Daily Telegraph ("EU bailout: breakdown of costs to taxpayer", 2/12/2010) 
said: 'Britain's exposure to the eurozone crisis is worth £20 billion [,..]'. 79 Amusingly, certain 
fact-checking sites 80 say that the UK has no exposure to the EFSM: 'the UK will not have to 
pay the costs of any Eurozone bailout funding provided through the European Financial 
Stabilisation Mechanism.' To prove this they cite Council Regulation Amendment of 
4/8/2015 which says: "Where the beneficiary Member State is a Member State whose 
currency is the euro, the granting of Union financial assistance shall be conditional upon the 
enactment of legally binding provisions, with a dedicated arrangement for that purpose 
having been put in place prior to disbursement, guaranteeing that the Member States whose 
currency is not the euro are immediately and fully compensated for any liability they may 
incur as a result of any failure by the beneficiary Member State to repay the financial 
assistance in accordance with its terms.' 

Do you see a teeny weeny problem with this? Well, every borrower promises to repay the 
money he borrows, but that doesn't mean he will. Whatever 'guarantees' are in place, the 
fact remains that the UK is exposed. And if a member state is in such trouble that it defaults 
on its loans, is it not possible that this could spark a crisis in the EU which might bring the 
whole shebang tumbling down? With a smaller country like Greece perhaps not, but a 
similar crisis in a bigger member state like Italy certainly could bring the whole EU down. And 
then how much would the EU's guarantees be worth? Precisely nothing. No lender is 
exposed if you assume that the debtor will repay the loan, but the problems occur when he 
can't. If the UK loans out £1 billion then it has lost that £1 billion until it is repaid. That the 

borrower will repay the £1 billion is just an assertion (and a hope) until that time. So when 

we say that the UK is exposed to £x billion, we actually mean that the UK has lost £x billion 

and hopes it will be recovered. Don't count your chickens is my advice. The EU's banking 
system is basically in ruins and is only being kept alive by desperate money printing at the 
rate of (What is it now?) €80 billion per month . The French banks are basically bust and the 
German banks are possibly in an even worse situation. 

I renewed my application (applied for a hearing to reconsider my application) but was 
unable to attend the hearing due to illness, which I warned the court of in advance. The 
judge demanded a witness statement to explain why I had not been able to attend the 
hearing. This was couched in the vaguest possible terms (I had to provide a full and 


79 https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/europe/eu/8174545/EU-bailout- 

breakdown-of-costs-to-taxpayer.html . 

80 https://fullfact.org/europe/will-uk-pay-future-eurozone-bailouts/ . 
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satisfactory explanation'). The witness statement I provided was held not to meet these 
vague requirements (How can you meet a requirement you don't know about?) and my 
application was struck out. The court demanded that I provide a medical certificate (sick 
note) but I had not seen a doctor at the time (I simply wrote to the court and said that due 
to illness I would be unable to attend the hearing) and doctors are not allowed to provide 
retrospective medical certificates, so the court asked me to do the impossible. All of this was 
quite deliberate of course and done with the specific intention of providing grounds for 
striking out my application. 

I appealed against the striking out of my application but my appeal was dismissed as being 
totally without merit. Let's look at just one of the issues dealt with in the judgment of Mr. 
Haddon-Cave. He said: 

'He made four points, each of which I will now deal with. The first was that the relevant 
orders of HHJ Langan, no doubt whether dated 18 October or 1 November 2012, were not 
sealed. For this reason he said that they were therefore not enforceable. As Mr Vinall points 
out, under the rules of court, in particular CPR 40.2, it is the substance of the matter which 
matters not the form in this context and an order is what the judge does and says. Whether 
or not orders are in fact formally sealed does not go to their essential validity. Furthermore, 
as he points out, it is quite clear that Mr Senior-Milne was very well aware of the orders that 
were made on 18 October 2012 because he commented on them on the following day in 
correspondence. I agree there is no substance in Mr Senior Milne's first point.' 

'An order is what the judge does and says'. Really? 

In the first place, CPR 40.2(2) says under the heading 'Standard Requirements ': 

'(2) Every judgment or order must - 

(a) bear the date on which it is given or made; and 

(b) be sealed by the court.' 

This is a mandatory requirement. Note the use of the word 'requirement'; it tends to be a bit 
of a giveaway. Question. If mandatory requirements can just be ignored, what is the point in 
having rules in the first place? Why not just have one rule which says 'Do anything you like'? 
If I ignored a mandatory requirement, would the court overlook it do you think? Answer. Not 
a hope in hell. This means, I guess, that mandatory requirements in the Civil Procedure Rules 
apply to me but not to the court - which, as you can see, is pretty much exactly the way it is. 
'One rule for me, another rule for thee' sums it up. 

See also Benson v. Richards [2002] EWCA Civ 1402, a Court of Appeal decision binding on the 
High Court, where it was said (my emphasis): 'Secondly, in relation to the reference to the 
order of 8th May having effect until "the date of the judgment", the Judge held that there 
was no "judgment" in that sense until the reserved judgment of 12th May had been 
converted into a formal order:- "'Judgment' as it appears in the context of an interlocutory 
order must mean not the reasoning or exposition of the court of the grounds for reaching its 
decision or conclusion but the formal document in which the decision, determination or 
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conclusion of the court is set out. The reserved judgment sent out to the parties would seem 

to foil into the former and not the latter category until such time as the 'form of order' 

proposed at the end was formally announced, drown up and sealed. Bearing in mind that it 
purported to contain injunctive orders any receiving party would be entitled to assume that it 
would not be effective unless and until formally drawn . It follows that , until July 2001 at the 
earliest, there was no 'judgment' within the meaning of the injunctive order of 8th May 1998 
such as to supersede that order. Once, however, the form of order was dealt with in open 
court on 6th July and subsequently sealed pursuant to the court's direction as 'amended' 

then and only then, did it effectively 'take over' from the injunctive order of 8th May 1998 (p. 

18). "' It is clear, on this basis, that an order does not exist (take effect as an order) until it is 
drawn up and sealed by the court, at which time it takes effect from when it was made. This 
means that it cannot be regarded as 'totally without merit' to appeal against such an order 
on the basis that it is non-existent (because it is non-existent). As stated, this is a Court of 
Appeal judgment binding on Mr. Haddon-Cave. 

It is well-known that a judge can revise a judgment if the relevant order has not been sealed. 
Two things necessarily follow from this: (1) once an order is sealed the judgment and order 
are finalized and cannot be amended (subject to the slip rule, which allows for the correction 
of mistakes), and (2) before an order is sealed the judgment and the order can be amended 
and therefore cannot be final. Clearly, if an order is not final a party is under no obligation to 
obey it for the simple reason that it might be changed (as confirmed by Benson v. Richards 
[2002] EWCA Civ 1402). If an order does not have to be obeyed, it is not an order. 

See Paulin v. Paulin & Anor [2009] EWCA Civ 221 at 30, where it says: A judge has 
jurisdiction to reverse his decision at any time until his order is perfected but not afterwards: 
In Re Suffield and Watts (1888) 20 QBD 693. Nowadays an order is perfected by being sealed 
pursuant to CPR 40.2(2)(b)'. sl 

CPR 3.10 gives a general power to the court to rectify matters where there has been an error 
of procedure. But if an order is not sealed there is no order, as shown above, and therefore 
there is nothing that can be rectified. This is the same logic as is used in relation to nullities. 

A decision of a court which is a nullity does not exist in law and so cannot be rectified 
because there is nothing to rectify. To rectify an order you first need to have an order to 
rectify and this poses the question: 'Is this document an order?' This is because rectification, 
which means correction, alteration, modification and so on (all words which mean making 
minor, as opposed to fundamental, changes), by its very nature, does not change the 
underlying or fundamental nature of the document; that is, if the document is not already an 
order, rectification cannot make it one. If this was not the case, you could take a blank sheet 
of paper and 'rectify' it into an order, or, indeed, thin air and 'rectify' it into an order. This 
raises the question of what qualities a document must have to be an order. The most 
important of those qualities is that it must be sealed by the court, because otherwise almost 
any document could qualify as an order. It is the seal, and only the seal, that marks a 
document as being a document officially issued by the court. This is, after all, the purpose of 


81 http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWCA/Civ/2009/221.html . 
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a seal; to authenticate a document. It follows that if a document is not sealed by the court, it 
is not an order, and if the document is not an order, it is not an order that can be rectified. 

Think what would happen if I am wrong about this. A court could omit to draw up an order 
at all and therefore could not send that order to the person to whom it is addressed and 
who has to obey it (this has actually happened to me and when I appealed against the non¬ 
existent order I had a CRO slapped on me - this is Alice in Wonderland justice). If the court 
can 'rectify' this as a procedural error, then the relevant person could, for instance, be put in 
prison for being in contempt of an order which was made after the event (after the time 
limit for complying with the order) and which he knew nothing about (until locked up for 
disobeying it). In such a situation the whole justice system would collapse, or at least cease 
to be a justice system in any recognizable way, because people could be penalized for the 
errors of the court which they knew nothing about (7 made a mistake and you are going to 
prison for it.'). And, as I have said, don't think this can't happen. It has happened to me as I 
have described above. And it is not enough to say that the court would exercise its discretion 
not to punish someone in such circumstances because when your freedom from punishment 
depends upon mere discretion and not proper application of the law, then you have no 
justice system. 

Judges like Mr. Haddon-Cave quite literally invent law as it suits them. The fact that the 
order against which I was not appealing was not an order at all disposes of the matter. 

Do I need to say more? I don't think so, except, of course, that I got a Civil Restraint Order 
for my efforts (on the basis that my appeal was totally without merit) and a public character 
assassination, in which the judge, Mr Justice Haddon Cave, made a point of mocking my 
statement that the judicial system in the UK is completely corrupt. I will leave you to judge 
whether I was right or not. 

In any event, even if I was at fault, the 'error' was a procedural one; a failure to do 
something ordered the court. A procedural error or failure says nothing about the merit, or 
lack of it, of the underlying matter. Let me explain. The court ordered me to provide an 
explanation as to why I had not attended a hearing. It then said that my explanation was 
inadequate. It is my explanation that is inadequate, not the underlying reasons for me not 
attending. I said that I did not attend a hearing because I had a medical condition (illness or 
whatever) and the court rejected my explanation because I did not provide a medical 
certificate, but the fact that I did not submit a medical certificate does not prove that I did 
not have the medical condition. All it proves is that I did not submit a medical certificate 
(which the court did not even expressly order me to do). In other words, the court cannot 
say that my explanation lacked merit (because they don't know whether it is true or not), all 
it can say is that I failed to do something it ordered me to do (or didn't order me to do, as 
the case may be). 

In this context bear in mind The Lord Advocate v. Andrew Mcnamara [2009] CSIH 45, where 
it was stated at 36 (my emphasis): 

'We have to express our reservations, however, as to whether proceedings can be treated as 
having been instituted without any reasonable ground "simply upon the basis that those 
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proceedings failed, or were abandoned." /4s Roden J commented in Attorney-General v. 
Wentworth at page 498: 

"It would be an unhappy situation indeed, if one could only argue a unique, doubtful or 
'unlikely' proposition of law, at risk of being declared vexatious." 

In our opinion, the fact that proceedings failed or were abandoned does not of itself warrant 
the conclusion that they were instituted without any reasonable ground. We respectfully 
agree, in this respect, with the observations of the High Court of New Zealand in Attorney- 
General v. Collier at paragraph 40: 

"The fact that a plaintiff fails in litigation does not demonstrate that the proceedings are 
vexatious, it is necessary to examine the reasons given in the judgment to determine whether 
the proceedings are properly to be characterised in that way.... Similarly, while the fact that a 
proceeding once filed is not pursued is not of itself indicative that it is without substance, the 
filing of a number of proceedings which are not pursued may be evidence of vexatiousness in 
all the circumstances. 

Given that I had an arguable point (at the very least) on the question of whether the relevant 
orders were in fact orders at all, it cannot be said that my appeal was totally without merit. I 
mean, where the court's own rules say that an order must be sealed how can it be said that 
to argue that an order must be sealed to be valid is totally without merit? It sort of implies 
that the rules themselves are meaningless; that is, totally without merit. 

We can be sure that the final bill to the UK of signing up to these bailout mechanisms will be 
many billions of pounds, very probably more than the £5 billion or so that Gordon Brown 
cost the UK taxpayer by selling off a large chunk of our gold reserves having announced his 
intention to do so. So, it looks as though the judge (Mr Justice Haddon-Cave) was, through 
his refusal to act, responsible for the largest single loss ever suffered or to be suffered by UK 
taxpayers as a result of a judicial decision. How many hospitals does that represent? And 
how many lives could those hospitals have saved had they been built? Thousands of lives? 
Very probably. Does that make Mr. Justice Haddon-Cave responsible for the deaths of 
thousands of people? I think so. He might as well have pulled the trigger. To my mind, he did 
pull the trigger. 
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2016 - Article 50 TEU (The Gina Miller case) - Application to intervene in the 
Supreme Court appeal 

This was the case where a certain Gina Miller (or rather those funding her) obtained a ruling 
that the UK Government could not use the Royal Prerogative to invoke Article 50 TEU 
(Notice of Withdrawal from the EU) because to do so would result in changes to domestic 
law and the Royal Prerogative cannot be used to alter domestic law. The Government could 
only invoke Article 50 with the consent of Parliament; that is, by an Act of Parliament. 

What follows below explains why the judgment of the Supreme Court in the case, certainly 
one of the most important cases in the last several hundred years, is void and of no effect, 
and how the President of the Supreme Court, one Lady Hale, committed a criminal offence. 

Let me summarize: 

1. I applied to the Supreme Court for permission to intervene in the 'Gina Miller appeal' 
of 2016. My application was accompanied by a fee remission application in standard 
form (EX160) supported by evidence. 

2. I had used this form on a number of occasions in other courts and had always 
obtained a fee remission. 

3. The Registrar (Louise di Mambro) refused to 'grant' me a fee remission. 

4. There was no question of granting me a fee remission because I was clearly entitled 
to a fee remission under the Supreme Court Fees Order 2009, as amended by The 
Supreme Court Fees (Amendment) Order 2011 and The Courts and Tribunals Fee 
Remission Order 2013 (The Schedule which applies is in the 2013 Order, not the 2009 
Order). I met the relevant criteria for assets and income because I had no assets and 
my income was £300/month. I was (and am) the unpaid full-time carer for my 91 
year-old disabled mother. This was stated in my application. 

5. Where a person is not entitled to a fee remission, then, and only then, there is a 
discretion to grant a fee remission in exceptional circumstances (financial hardship). 
This was the rule which the Registrar claimed to be applying, but it doesn't even 
come into play if a person is entitled to a fee remission. 

6. The Fees Order (Schedule to the 2013 Order) says that this discretion is exercisable 
by the Lord Chancellor. I have found no indication anywhere that this discretion has 
been delegated to the Registrar, so the Registrar purported to exercise a discretion 
which she had no power to exercise. 

7. Even if the Registrar was permitted to exercise the discretion, it would have been 
unreasonable, and therefore unlawful (in law a discretion must be exercised 
reasonably), not to have exercised the discretion in my favour, given my financial 
circumstances (the fee exceeded two months income). 

8. So, the Registrar's conduct was unlawful either way, and not just unlawful but 
fraudulent (a false representation putting me at risk of loss - the fee). Her conduct 
also amounted to a fraud upon the court (by preventing my application to intervene 
from being considered by the Court), an attempt to pervert the course of justice and 
misconduct in public office. The fraud had the effect of nullifying the entire 'Gina 
Miller appeal' because we cannot know whether the Supreme Court might have 
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decided differently in that case had the court been allowed to consider my 
application to intervene. 

9. Note that, under the Rules of the Supreme Court (Rule 26(2)), the court 'shall' (must) 
consider an application to intervene; it is a mandatory procedure. So, had my 
application not been blocked by the Registrar for the spurious reasons given, the 
court would had to have considered my application to intervene. 

10. I applied, as I was entitled to do under the Rules of the Supreme Court, to have the 
Registrar's decision reviewed by a single justice. 

11. The Chief Executive of the Supreme Court refused to refer the matter to a single 
justice and upheld the Registrar's decision himself. The Chief Executive thus became 
party to the criminal conduct of the Registrar. 

12. I applied to the High Court for permission to proceed with an application for judicial 
review of the decision to deny me a fee remission, on the basis that the decision was 
not a decision of the Supreme Court. 

13. The High Court (on the papers and on renewal) ruled that it had no jurisdiction in the 
matter but, nonetheless, made a totally without merit finding and imposed a Civil 
Restraint Order (CRO) on me, but a court cannot make any findings if it has no 
jurisdiction to consider (deal with) an application or claim in the first place. 

14. So two judges in the High Court acted where they knew they had no jurisdiction. If 
the two judges in the High Court had no jurisdiction, as they claimed, then their 
conduct amounted to an attempt to pervert the course of justice and misconduct in 
public office. If they did have jurisdiction, as I maintain, then they became party to 
the fraud of the Registrar and Chief Executive. 

15. In any event, they acted unlawfully in imposing a CRO in me without allowing me to 
make representations first, as I pointed out to them. 

16. I laid an information for a private prosecution against the first High Court judge 
before the Westminster Magistrates' Court but this was stayed on the basis that it 
was vexatious, meaning (incorrectly) malicious, even though it is established that this 
is not grounds for staying a private prosecution; the motives for a private prosecution 
are irrelevant. So, the Magistrate or Magistrates' Clerk became party to the criminal 
conduct. 

17. Being excluded from any further judicial process by the CRO, I complained to the 
President of the Supreme Court (Lady Hale), fully explaining the matters above. 

18. The President referred my complaint to a Non-Executive Director (Mr. Ludlam). 

19. Mr. Ludlam dismissed my complaint on clearly spurious grounds, as detailed below, 
and thus became party to the criminal conduct of the Registrar and the Chief 
Executive. Not least amongst these was the fact that he based his report on the 
wrong document. The Schedule to the 2009 Order, which he referred to, had been 
replaced by the Schedule to the 2013 Order (see above). 

20. In approving Mr. Ludlam's report. Lady Hale also became party to the criminal 
conduct. 

21. I referred the matter back to Lady Hale, fully explaining why Mr. Ludlam's report was 
wrong, and clearly so, as detailed below. 

22. Lady Hale refused to respond, thus compounding her earlier criminal conduct. 

Why did this happen? Well, let me ask you a question. How many litigants in person have 
you heard of appearing in the Supreme Court via an application to intervene, or even an 
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appeal? None. Why? Because they are always blocked. Why? Because justice is for rich 
people who can afford lawyers or 'asylum seekers' and terrorists who are generously funded 
by the rest of us. 

Gina Miller obtained a favourable ruling in the High Court and the Government appealed to 
the Supreme Court. I sought to intervene in the Supreme Court appeal (join the case as a 
party - a pretty normal procedure) on the basis that the UK could not invoke Article 50 TEU 
because it was not a party to the treaty (TEU) in the first place. This was because the original 
EEC accession treaty in 1973 had been obtained by fraud (because the then Prime Minister, 
Edward Heath, had deliberately misled Parliament and the British public about the serious 
loss of sovereignty which would necessarily result from accession and Parliament and the 
public would not have supported accession had they known that fact) and, for that reason, 
that treaty and all subsequent treaties were void for fraud under Articles 49, 50 and 53 of 
the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties. It should be noted that other EEC states 
(countries) and EEC officials were unquestionably party to the fraud. It was a fraud 
perpetrated by an international coterie of politicians and bureaucrats, including the British 
Prime Minister, against the British people. Subsequent treaties were void on the basis of the 
legal doctrine that you cannot build something on nothing; that is, that anything built on a 
nullity is itself a nullity. This means that if the first treaty was void, then all subsequent 
treaties are also void, not least because a nullity cannot be acquiesced in or made good in 
any way, so it remains void for ever. 82 

This may sound like a wacky argument but it is now widely accepted, on the basis of 
documents now in the public domain (including FCO-30-1048 83 ), that Parliament and the 


82 In MacFoy v. United Africa Co. Ltd. [1962] AC 152, 160 Lord Denning said: 'If on act is void 
then it is in low a nullity. It is not only bad, but incurably bad. There is no need for an order of 
the Court to set it aside. It is automatically null and void without more ado, though it is 
sometimes convenient to have the Court declare it to be so. And every proceeding which is 
founded on it is also bad and incurably bad. You cannot put something on nothing and expect 
it to stay there. It will collapse. So will this judgment collapse if the statement of claim was a 
nullity.' 

83 See the 1960 letter from the Lord Chancellor, Lord Kilmuir, to Edward Heath, as referred 
to in an article in The Independent of 18/1/1997 (Goldsmith v. Heath in battle of the old 
devils; http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/goldsmith-v-heath-in-battle-of-the- 

old-devils-1283674.html) : 'The row started when Sir James launched News, his Referendum 
Party's new national newspaper, with a story about how the Heath government had "lied 
through their teeth" to the British public on the consequences of joining the Common Market. 
A letter sent to Sir Edward in 1960 by the then Lord Chancellor, Lord Kilmuir, [filed in FCO-30- 
1048] talked of "serious surrenders of sovereignty" and added that his objections "ought to 
be brought out into the open", according to the paper.' See also the Daily Express article of 
3/11/2019, 'We were lied to! Secret document ECO 30/1048 kept truth about EU from British 
for 30 years' ( https://www.express.co.uk/news/politics/882881/Brexit-EU-secret-document- 
truth-British-public ) which says: 'The classified paper, dated April 1971, suggested the 
Government should keep the British public in the dark about what EEC membership means 
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British people were seriously misled at the time of accession about the inevitable loss of 
sovereignty that would result (and was intended to result), and the proposition that the 
accession treaty was void for fraud as a consequence has been argued for many years by, 
amongst others, a very eminent and senior barrister, Leolin Price CBE QC (1924-2013), who 
was described as 'one of the giants of the Chancery Bar.' 

Of course, 99.999% of barristers kept their mouths shut, but this just proves that 99.999% of 
barristers have no moral compass (they do not speak out when they see a great wrong being 
perpetrated). That leaves just one honest barrister per generation, which, from my 
experience, might be an overestimate (one every ten generations might be about right - OK, 
twenty). 

The critical point is that I was the only party seeking to make this argument, so I should have 
been allowed to intervene on the basis (1) that the argument potentially had merit (it should 
at least be considered) and (2) that I would introduce into the proceedings an argument that 
was not being made by anyone else; a very serious argument that could undermine the 
whole proceedings. 

But my application was never even considered by the Supreme Court because it was blocked 
by the Registrar and Chief Executive of the Supreme Court, as I explain below. 84 This 
amounted to a fraud upon the court which had the effect of nullifying the Article 50 appeal 
proceedings in their entirety. 85 The entire Article 50 appeal proceedings in the Supreme 


predicting that it would take 30 years for voters to realise what was happening by which time 
it would be too late to leave.' 

84 Rule 26(2) of the Rules of the Supreme Court say that an application to intervene after 
permission has been granted, which applied in this case, (my emphasis) 'shall be considered 
on paper by a panel of justices'. The use of the word 'shall' means that this is a mandatory 
rule, which means that there is no discretion not to consider an application. 

85 At its broadest, fraud is simply a practical effect (a financial loss is not needed) resulting 
from an intentional or reckless misrepresentation. Derry v. Peek [1889] UKHL 1: 'Fraud is 
proved when it is shown that a false representation has been made knowingly or without 
belief in its truth or recklessly , careless whether it is true or not.' As for the effect of fraud, 
see HIH Casualty & General Insurance v. Chase Manhattan Bank [2003] UKHL 6 at 15 (my 
emphasis): '"fraud is a thing apart". This is not a mere slogan. It reflects an old legal rule that 
fraud unravels all : fraus omnia corrumpit. It also reflects the practical basis of commercial 
intercourse. Once fraud is proved, "it vitiates judgments, contracts and all transactions 
whatsoever" : Lazarus Estates Ltd v. Beasley [1956] 1 QB 702 at 712, per Denning U.' 

In Adcock (Edward) v. Archibald [1925] ScotHC HCJ_1 it was said (my emphasis): 

'Lord Justice-General (Clyde) - It is, however, a mistake to suppose that to the commission of 
a fraud it is necessary to prove an actual gain by the accused, or an actual loss on the part of 


149 



Court were void (in law they never happened), including the judgment of the Supreme 
Court. Part of the reason for this is that we cannot reasonably tell whether the Supreme 
Court (by which I mean the court sitting as a court) would have allowed me to intervene or 
whether, had I been allowed to intervene, the Supreme Court would have come to a 
conclusion different from the one it did come to. In other words, we cannot safely assume 
that my application to intervene would not have made a difference had it been allowed to 
reach the court. This means that the only safe option is to unravel the relevant decision. 

In short, my intervention could have affected the judgment in the Article 50 appeal but it 
was prevented from being considered by the court by the fraudulent conduct of the 
Registrar and the Chief Executive (their false representations prevented my application to 
intervene from being considered by the court). In this way the judgment in the Article 50 
appeal was tainted by fraud because we cannot say that the judgment would not have been 
different had the fraud not taken place. 

How did this happen? Well, an application to intervene, like almost all other steps in court 
proceedings, can only be made on payment of the relevant court fee. As with all other 
situations where a court fee is payable, a person may be exempt from paying the fee if he 
meets the relevant criteria specified in the relevant Fees Order, which mainly relate to a 
person's financial status; their assets and their income. When I say 'a person may be 
exempt', I mean that where a person meets the criteria, he is legally entitled to an 
exemption under the rules and cannot be denied that exemption. If a person is entitled to a 
fee exemption there is no discretion to deny him that fee exemption. Having said that, 
where a person is not entitled to a fee exemption there is a discretion to grant an 
exemption; this is usually where the payment of the fee would cause financial hardship. The 
relevant Fees Orders, which are Statutory Instruments made under an Act of Parliament, are 
quite clear about all this. The rules relating to fee exemptions are well-known and dealt with 
on a daily basis (extracting money from poor saps who want justice is the main activity of the 
court system), so the idea that a senior member of court staff might not know them can be 
discounted. 

When I submitted my application to intervene I attached an application for a fee remission 
(exemption), a standard form (EX160) which I had used multiple times before in other 


the person alleged to be defrauded. Any definite practical result achieved by the fraud is 
enough. 

Lord Hunter -1 agree. A fraud may be committedalthough in the result the person defrauded 
may not have suffered any pecuniary loss. The essence of the offence consists in inducing the 
person who is defrauded either to take some article he would not otherwise have taken , or to 
do some act he would not otherwise have done , or to become the medium of some unlawful 
act. In the present case I think it was relevant to aver that a wrongful act had been done by 
the accused , with the result that the company were induced to do something they would not 
otherwise have done. That being so, it is of no account to consider whether in the result the 
colliery company have not in fact been out of pocket in name of wages for the coal obtained 
to a greater extent than they would otherwise have been.' 
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courts, which was supported by evidence. This application made clear that I easily met the 
relevant criteria because I was unemployed (I am the unpaid carer for my 91 year-old 
disabled mother), had no assets at all (no house (I am the life tenant of a trust which owns 
my home), no car, no investments etc.) and an income of about £300/month (barely enough 
to feed a cat). In other words, I was legally entitled to a fee remission (exemption); no 
question about it. If I was not entitled to a fee remission then almost no-one else (other than 
a homeless beggar) would qualify. Note that the Fees Order (the Statutory Instrument) itself 
refers to a person being entitled (it uses the word 'entitled'). 86 

The Registrar of the Supreme Court (Louise di Mambro) responded that she was 'not 
prepared to remit the fee in this instance'. She gave some spurious reasons, as follows (my 
comments inserted): 'The Applicant is not in receipt of any qualifying benefits [You don't 
have to be in receipt of benefits to qualify. If you are in receipt of certain benefits, then you 
do not have to submit any information about your income, that is all, because your income 
has already been assessed in determining eligibility for the benefit.] and has provided some 
evidence of his income which largely derives from two pensions [I provided payslips and bank 
statements, which had previously been accepted by other courts in other fee remission 
applications. To demand more would be plain obstruction.]. There is no indication that his 
bank account is overdrawn [There is no requirement for you to be overdrawn. This is an 
invention.] and there is no evidence that he has substantial debts or other demands on his 
income [There are no such requirements. These are an invention.]. He has not indicated 
exactly what savings he has and his full financial position is not known.' [The form only asks 
you to indicate if your savings and investments are below £3,000 and, if not (and you are 
under 61) the total amount of your savings and investments. If you are over 61 then you are 
simply asked to indicate whether your savings and investments are more or less than 
£16,000. There is no requirement to disclose what savings and investments you have or your 
full financial position. This is an invention.] 

In short, I had provided all the information required and she had responded with a series of 
invented requirements which I obviously hadn't met (being invented) to justify refusing my 
application for a fee remission. The information I provided in this instance was the same as I 
had previously provided to the High Court, which is subject to the same fees regime, which 


86 The Supreme Court Fees Order 2009 (as amended by The Supreme Court Fees 
(Amendment) Order 2011 and The Courts and Tribunals Fee Remission Order 2013), para. 3 
states: 'Schedule 2 applies [my emphasis] for the purpose of ascertaining whether a party is 
entitled [my emphasis] to a remission or part remission of a fee prescribed by this Order.' 
This refers to a party being 'entitled' to a fee remission and the word 'applies' means that 
there is no discretion to disapply Schedule 2. If the law says that a certain rule applies, there 
is (Surprise! Surprise!) no discretion to disapply that rule. Also, para. 11 of the Schedule 
(substituted by the 2013 Order) starts (my emphasis): 'If a party satisfies the disposable 
capital test, no fee is payable under this Order if [the criteria in the gross monthly income 
test are met],'The language could not be clearer - 'no fee is payable'. This is a rule in the 
Fees Order and neither the Registrar nor the Chief Executive have any power, right or 
discretion to override or set aside the rule. 
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had accepted that I was entitled to a fee remission on that occasion. I sent her the relevant 
fee exemption certificate from the High Court, then out of date, as well. 

How can one court say that I am entitled to a fee remission and another court, using the 
same information (but for a slightly later period) and applying the same rules, say that I am 
not so entitled? They can't both be right, so who, given what I have said, do you think is right 
and who is wrong? More importantly, why is that party wrong? It must either be deliberate 
or accidental. The latter requires us to believe that senior and experienced staff do not know 
the basic rules of their own court. This is simply not credible. So, deliberate it is then. And 
the deliberate wrongful denial of a fee remission by means of a misrepresentation is a 
criminal offence (fraud) which renders the relevant proceedings (the entire Article 50 appeal 
in this case) void. 

The long and short of it was that I was entitled to a fee remission and she pretended to have 
a discretion to refuse to give me a fee remission. Her conduct amounted to fraud upon me 
(because it put me at a risk of loss, which, at a minimum, was the court fee -1 would have 
made a loss if I had paid the fee when I was not legally required to do so), a fraud upon the 
court (fraud directed at the judicial process/machinery - it blocked me from accessing the 
court), an attempt to pervert the course of justice (any conduct which has a tendency to 
pervert the court of justice - it doesn't actually have to do so, just have a tendency to do so) 
and misconduct (misfeasance as a civil wrong) in public office. 87 These are all criminal 
offences. 

Of course, even if the Registrar did have any discretion in the matter, it would have been 
unreasonable, and therefore unlawful (in law a discretion must be exercised reasonably), not 
to have exercised that discretion in my favour, given my financial circumstances. So, the 
Registrar was wrong either way. She had no discretion and even if she had it would have 
been unlawful not to exercise that discretion in my favour (and she knew it). No way out, 
bro. 

I asked for the matter to be referred to a single justice (judge), which I was entitled to do 
under the court rules, 88 but the matter was referred to the Chief Executive (Mark Ormerod) 
instead. Another breach of the rules. He refused to do anything on the basis that the 


87 In Three Rivers District Council and Others v. Governor and Company of The Bank of 
England [2000] UKHL 33; [2000] 3 All ER 1; [2000] 2 WLR 1220 

( http://www.bailii.org/uk/cases/UKHL/2000/33.html ) it was said: 'Misfeasance in public 
office consists of a purported exercise of some power or authority by a public officer 
otherwise than in an honest attempt to perform the functions of his or her office whereby 
loss is caused to a plaintiff. 'The standard for misconduct (the criminal offence) is the same 
as for misfeasance (the civil wrong). 

88 The Rules of the Supreme Court (Para. 9) say that a party can apply for a decision of the 
Registrar to be reviewed by a single justice. A 'decision of the Registrar' means any decision 
of the Registrar; there are no words of limitation. 
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Registrar's decision was 'soundly based', which explains nothing at all of course. So he 
became party to the Registrar's criminal conduct. 

This bought the Chief Executive of the Supreme Court (who is not a judge) into the picture. 
So, how do you deal with wrong-doing by the Chief Executive of the Supreme Court? Well, 
the answer is that (in theory) he is accountable to the law like any other person; the criminal 
courts if the matter is criminal, the civil courts if the matter is civil. He is certainly not above 
the law. 89 The only possible exception is where a court official exercises the powers of the 
court, which they can do in certain limited circumstances. In such a case the act is an act of 
the court, which means either that the matter can be referred to a judge in the same court, 
if that is what is specified in the rules, or appealed against to a higher court if not so 
specified. Now, in dealing with fee remission applications, officials of the Supreme Court do 
not exercise the powers of the Supreme Court (This was confirmed to me by the Chief 
Executive in his letter of 29/11/2016, in which he wrote: 'Decisions to remit a court fee are 
an entirely administrative matter and the Justices of the Supreme Court have no involvement 
whatsoever in the process.'). If they were doing so, then their acts could not be appealed 
against because there is no appeal against decisions of the Supreme Court (at least in the 
domestic sphere). So, in making decisions in relation to fee remission applications, officials 
of the Supreme Court are simply public officials carrying out a public function; they enjoy no 
special status or immunity. This means that their decisions can be challenged by way of 
judicial review in the High Court. This does not involve the High Court reviewing decisions of 
a superior court, because, as I have said, such decisions are not decisions of the Supreme 
Court. 

However, even though such acts (relating to fee remission applications) are reviewable by 
the High Court, the rules of the Supreme Court provide that a complaint against the Chief 
Executive must be made to the President of the Supreme Court (the senior judge), who will 
refer it to a Non-Executive Director. Once that Director has investigated the complaint and 
reported back to the President, the President will respond to the complainant. Note that 
although the Director investigates the complaint, it is the President who has overall 
responsibility for the complaint. This includes making sure that the Director carries out a 
proper investigation and that the report arising from that investigation is an adequate and 
proper response to the matters complained of. The buck stops with the President. If it 
becomes apparent that the Chief Executive has committed a criminal offence then the 
President is responsible for ensuring that the appropriate action is taken, and if it becomes 
apparent that the conduct of the Chief Executive, or any else involved, has had the effect of 


89 In M v. Home Office [1993] UKHL 5 it was stated (quoting Dicey; Introduction to the Study 
of the Law of the Constitution-, 10th ed.; 1965; p. 193): "'when we speak of the ’rule of law’ as 
a characteristic of our country; [we mean] not only that with us no man is above the law, but 
(what is a different thing) that here every man, whatever be his rank or condition, is subject 
to the ordinary law of the realm and amenable to the jurisdiction of the ordinary tribunals. In 
England the idea of legal equality, or the universal subjection of all classes to one law 
administered by the ordinary courts, has been pushed to its utmost limit. With us every 
official, from Prime Minister down to a constable or a collector of taxes, is under the same 
responsibility for every act done without legal justification as any other citizen.'" 
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nullifying any proceedings in the Supreme Court, then the President is responsible for taking 
appropriate action in such circumstances as well. If the President fails to act in such 
circumstances, then he or she becomes a party to the criminal offence or guilty of concealing 
the invalidity of proceedings in his or her own court. This would be judicial misconduct of the 
most serious possible kind. 

Bear in mind that the above procedure (review by a Non-Executive Director) proves that acts 
of the Chief Executive are not acts of the Supreme Court, because if they were acts of the 
Supreme Court they would not be subject to any form of appeal or review. The idea that a 
Non-Executive Director can review an act of the Supreme Court is utterly ridiculous. 

Also bear in mind that if this is purported to be an exclusive procedure (it precludes review 
by the High Court, or any other court), then it means that the acts of the Chief Executive 
cannot be challenged in any court. It puts the Chief Executive above the law. Is this possible? 
Nope. It looks as though the procedure is basically a complete nonsense, put in place just to 
make it look as though there is a means of complaining about the Chief Executive. 

Furthermore, because the President appoints the Chief Executive, such a procedure involves 
the President being in charge of an investigation into his or her own appointee, which could 
result in the President finding fault with (or not!) someone he or she appointed. A slight 
conflict of interest perhaps? In fact, the in-built conflict of interest in this procedure renders 
the whole thing invalid and inoperable from the start. As they say, it wouldn't stand up in a 
court of law. Nice one. How can the Supreme Court devise something so nonsensical? 

Initially, on the basis that the acts of the Registrar and Chief Executive of the Supreme Court 
are subject to judicial review by the High Court because they are not acts of the Supreme 
Court, as explained above, I applied for permission to proceed with an application for judicial 
review in the High Court. 

The High Court (1) ruled that it had no jurisdiction to hear the case because acts of the 
Supreme Court (which they weren't of course) are not subject to review by the High Court 
and only the Supreme Court has jurisdiction to deal with such matters, (2) rejected my 
application as being totally without merit and (3) imposed a two-year Civil Restraint Order 
(CRO) on me. This last was done without allowing me to make representations first, so it was 
totally unlawful. 

Do you see a bit of a glaring problem here? Under the Civil Procedure Rules a court cannot 
impose a CRO unless it has made a finding that the application or claim is totally without 
merit. 90 But a court can only make such a finding if it hears (deals with) the application or 
claim. But the court said it had no jurisdiction to hear (deal with) my application, so how 


90 See Practice Direction 3C ( https://www.iustice.gov.uk/courts/procedure- 
rules/civil/rules/part03/pd part03c ). 
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could it make a finding of any sort? It couldn't; it is a legal impossibility. Where a court rules 
that it has no jurisdiction, all it can do is dismiss the claim or application. Whoops! 

So having said that it had no power to deal with the application, the court promptly went 
and did just that by making a finding (a totally without merit finding) in relation to the 
application. Part of the problem here is that if a court with no jurisdiction makes a totally 
without merit finding, what is the court with jurisdiction supposed to do (some court must 
have jurisdiction, unless the matter is not justiciable in any court)? Its hands are rather tied 
aren't they, unless you want to have two courts potentially contradicting each other 
(without an appeal from one to the other)? But how can a court without jurisdiction bind the 
court which has jurisdiction? Another pile of horse droppings. 

So, the whole thing was a complete nonsense. I renewed my application (applied for 
consideration by another judge at a hearing) but that was dismissed as well. Of course, I 
pointed out all the above matters to the second judge but it made no difference. For the 
renewal hearing they even had two security guards waiting outside the courtroom in case I 
did something (unlikely since I had to leave my Samurai sword, machine gun, hand grenades 
and cannister of poison gas outside the court building). They knew they were going to screw 
me over and they knew that I would be justified in being very angry indeed about it (but they 
prefer to screw people over without risk to themselves). 

So, here we have clear criminal conduct on the part of two High Court judges. No doubt 
about it. 

Judges generally enjoy immunity from prosecution or civil suit, but there is one exception - 
where they knowingly act without jurisdiction, 91 as clearly happened here (the judge said in 
writing that he had no jurisdiction so he cannot claim that he did not know that he had no 
jurisdiction). I later tried to bring a private prosecution against the first judge but the 
Westminster Magistrates' Court simply dismissed my 'information' (the document you lay 
before the court to initiate the prosecution) as vexatious. In law 'vexatious' means 'having 
no basis in law' but the Magistrates' Court used it (incorrectly) to mean 'malicious'. I will 
leave you to judge whether there was no basis in law (that is, whether my information was 
vexatious by reference to the proper legal meaning of that word), bearing in mind that the 
judge admitted in writing that he had no jurisdiction (so he knowingly acted without 
jurisdiction). Further, the High Court has previously ruled that it is irrelevant whether a 
person is motivated by hostility or malice in bringing a private prosecution and it is no 
grounds for dismissing an information; that is, a Magistrate cannot stay (dismiss) a private 


91 The limits of judicial immunity from civil suit are explained in Begraj & Anor v. Secretary of 
State for Justice [2015] EWHC 250 (QB) 

( http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/QB/2015/250.html ) at 21 (my emphasis): 'Sirros v. 
Moore [1975] 1 QB 118 is the leading authority on the personal immunity of judges. In that 
case, it was held that judges have complete immunity for any act that is within their 
jurisdiction or which they honestly believe to be within their jurisdiction. ' Clearly, judges do 
not have immunity when they knowingly act outside their jurisdiction. Then they become 
both criminally and civilly liable. 
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prosecution on such grounds. 92 So, more criminality, this time on the part of the 
Westminster Magistrates' Court. 


So, that's criminal conduct on the part of the two most senior officials of the Supreme Court 
(the Registrar and the Chief Executive), two High Court judges and a Magistrate in the 
Westminster Magistrates' Court. It gets worse, a lot worse. We are going higher still. 

Perhaps you will begin to appreciate the fact that when I say that every judge is corrupt, I 
mean every judge. 

Having failed in the High Court, or, rather, having been blocked by criminality in the High 
Court, and being barred by the (unlawful) CRO from taking any legal action in any court, I 
used the procedure outlined above to complain to the President of the Supreme Court; one 
Lady Hale. I wrote to her on 31/10/2017 fully explaining the matters outlined above. Having 
read my letter she can have been in no doubt: 

1. That I had been intentionally and unlawfully denied a fee remission to which I was 
clearly entitled. 

2. That this denial had prevented my application to intervene in the Article 50 appeal 
from being considered by the court. 

3. That because the denial involved an intentional misrepresentation (to the effect that 
I was not entitled to a fee remission) and had a practical result (it prevented the 
court from considering my application), it amounted to a fraud upon the court (it 
prevented the proper operation of the judicial machinery) and on me (it put me at a 
risk of loss, which was, at the very least, the amount of the (substantial) court fee). 

4. That the Registrar and Chief Executive had committed criminal offences, including 
fraud, an attempt to pervert the course of justice and misconduct in public office. 

5. That the effect of this fraud was to render void the judgment of the Supreme Court in 
the Article 50 appeal. 

6. That my request that the decision by the Registrar to deny me a fee remission should 
be reviewed by a single justice had been improperly denied. 

Having received no acknowledgement of my complaint, and after a reminder, I eventually 
received a response dated 11/12/2017 from Kenneth Ludlam, a Non-Executive Director. In 
an E-Mail to me dated 12/12/2017 Paul Sandals confirmed that this letter had been seen by 
Lady Hale, the President of the Supreme Court, before it was sent to me. 

At this point I have to say that this letter is a complex piece of obfuscation, so it is going to 
take some unravelling, but I will try to simplify it as far as I can. 

The first point to note is that the document on which Mr. Ludlam based his response was the 
Schedule to The Supreme Court Fees Order 2009. This Schedule was, in fact, replaced with a 


92 R v. Durham Stipendiary Magistrates ex parte Davies (1993), The Times, May 25,1993: 
'The fact that a private prosecutor is motivated by personal hostility and obsessed with his 
case is insufficient reason to justify a decision not to commit a defendant to trial.' 
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substitute Schedule by The Courts and Tribunals Fee Remission Order 2013, so he based his 
response on a document which had been superseded four years previously. Is this 
acceptable? No, clearly not. Should he have carried out the investigation again based on the 
proper, current documents? Yes. Did I notify them of this? Yes. Did they do anything about 
it? No, they just stopped answering my E-Mails/letters. 

Now, even if the relevant parts of the Schedule and the replacement Schedule say exactly 
the same thing, I don't think it is for the complainant to deal with this. If the investigator 
bases his investigation on the wrong document, it is for him to go back and do the 
investigation properly using the right document. If the two documents say the same thing 
then the job will be a small one. One of the reasons for this is that if anyone needs to rely on 
the investigation report in the future, he should not have to go through a lengthy 
explanation along the lines of 'This report is based on the wrong document but it makes no 
difference because...' (and here he would have to produce the relevant documents and show 
that they are the same in the relevant parts). This is clearly unacceptable. Why should 
anyone accept a report based on the wrong document? How can anyone issue such a report 
and then refuse to correct it? 

So, Mr. Ludlam's report was invalid from the word go. We don't need to go beyond this to 
prove that the President of the Supreme Court produced an invalid report and refused to 
take corrective action when asked to do so. What the President was doing by issuing an 
invalid report and refusing to correct it was, in effect, representing that it was not invalid. 
She certainly represented it as valid when she first sent it to me. This was a false 
representation and it had the practical effect (result) of dismissing my complaint and 
denying me any remedy to which I might have been entitled. Now, if that false 
representation was made intentionally, then it amounts to fraud. But even if it was made 
recklessly, it still amounts to fraud (see Derry v. Peek [1889] UKHL 1 already cited: 'Fraud is 
proved when it is shown that a false representation has been made knowingly or without 
belief in its truth or recklessly , careless whether it is true or not.'). But we know that it was 
intentional because we know that she knew that the report was invalid, and we know that 
she knew that because I told her so in an E-Mail and letter to her of 27/12/2017. 

It follows that the President of the Supreme Court committed fraud and did so in relation to 
a judicial process (applying to intervene in an appeal is a judicial process 93 ) which formed 
part of the Article 50 appeal. Because fraud nullifies everything it touches, the fraud had the 
effect of nullifying the entire Article 50 appeal. You will appreciate that this fraud is 
independent of any fraud committed in denying me a fee remission. It is a fraud concerning 
the handling of a complaint which exists regardless of whether the matter complained of in 
that complaint involved fraud or not. 

You will appreciate that this is not just a technical issue because it is possible (we cannot 
exclude the possibility) that the court might have come to a different conclusion (judgment) 
in the Article 50 appeal had I been allowed to intervene and put my arguments to the court. 


93 'Judicial' - 'pertaining to judgment in courts of justice or to the administration of justice: 
judicial proceedings; the judicial system.' ( https://www.dictionary.com/browse/iudicial ). 
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The point is that we cannot simply assume that my intervention, had it been allowed, would 
not have made a difference to the court's conclusion (judgment) in the Article 50 appeal. It 
follows that where an application to intervene is improperly blocked, there is no option but 
to wipe the slate clean and start from scratch (hear the whole appeal again). 

Mr. Ludlam's first point was that the Registrar claimed (after the event of course) that those 
parts of the Schedule to the Fees Order covering entitlement to a fee remission were not 
applicable, but those parts relating to the granting a discretionary fee remission were 
applicable. This meant that I was not entitled to a fee remission but that I was eligible for a 
discretionary fee remission. This involves asserting that two different definitions of the same 
word ('party') are used in the same document (or rather in the Fees Order and its 
accompanying Schedule). 

Mr. Ludlam explained that the Fees Order 2009 contains two conflicting definitions of the 
word 'party'. Article 1(3) of the Fees Order states: 'Subject to paragraph (2), expressions 
used in this Order which are also used in the 2009 Rules have the same meaning as in those 
Rules.' The Supreme Court Rules 2009 define a 'party' as 'an appellant , a respondent and a 
party who has been given permission to intervene under rule 26'. So, 'party', as defined in 
these Rules excludes a person who applies to intervene before they have been given 
permission to do so. This is the first definition. The second definition is in Schedule 2 of the 
Fees Order 2009 which defines 'party', for the purposes of the Schedule, as 'the person who 
would\ but for this Schedule , be liable to pay the fee required under this Order'. This 
obviously does include a person who applies to intervene before they have been given 
permission to do so, because he is the person who is liable to pay the fee. 

Fie then went on to say that 'it is not within the scope of the non-judicial complaints 
procedure to resolve such questions of law.' This immediately begs the question of whose 
responsibility it is to resolve such questions, if not his. There is no published procedure of 
the Supreme Court itself (sitting as a court) which covers such matters and the High Court 
had already said that it had no jurisdiction in such matters. This means that there is literally 
no means of handling complaints against the Chief Executive which involve such 'questions 
of law.' This means that the Chief Executive is above the law; there is no way of holding him 
to account. Is this a sensible assertion for Mr. Ludlam (and the President of the Supreme 
Court) to make, given that there is a fundamental constitutional principle that no-one is 
above the law and another fundamental constitutional principle that everyone (including me 
as a complainant) has a right of access to justice; that is, to have matters resolved in a court 
of law? This means that the President of the Supreme Court, in sending me the report, 
deliberately blew a gaping hole in two of our most fundamental constitutional principles; the 
rule of law and the right of access to justice. Not bad for a day's work. 

With regard to the question of whether there are actually two definitions of the same word 
('party') in the same document (the Schedule to the Fees Order), it must surely be the case 
that either one definition or the other applies. You cannot have one definition applying to, 
say, paras. 1 to 6 and the other definition applying to, say, paras. 7, 8 and so on. And yet this 
is exactly what Mr. Ludlam said the Registrar claimed to be the case. 

Paragraph 7 refers to a 'party' and the Registrar claims that this does apply to me because it 
is the definition in the Schedule which applies in that paragraph, but she claims that previous 
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paragraphs do not apply to me because it is the definition in the Supreme Court Rules which 
applies in those paragraphs (see para. 5 of Mr. Ludlam's letter to me of 11/12/2017). But 
why the sudden switch? Why does the word 'party' in para. 6 mean one thing and the word 
'party' in para. 7 mean another, so that para. 6 excludes me but para. 7 includes me? 

This is absolutely absurd, but it is an absurdity which both Mr. Ludlam and the President of 
the Supreme Court supported. 

In fact, there is no possible confusion over which definition of the word 'party' to apply 
because the Supreme Court Rules 2009 state that the definitions in the Rules are to apply 
'except where the context otherwise requires' and in the Schedule to the Fees Order the 
context does require otherwise because the Schedule says: '"party" means the person who 
wouldl but for this Schedule, be liable to pay the fee required under this Order'. Funny that 
they didn't notice that. 

In fact, the definitions used in the Supreme Court Rules 2009 apply in the Order. This is what 
it says (' expressions used in this Order'). I doubt very much whether this means that they 
apply in the Schedule to the Order. After all, the Schedule specifically uses a different 
definition of the word 'party' and it includes definitions of a whole series of words/terms. 
The only way of reconciling the two different definitions is if the definitions in the Supreme 
Court Rules apply in the Order but not the Schedule and the definitions in the Schedule 
apply in the Schedule. When the Schedules says 'In this Schedule [a certain word or 
expression] means [a specified meaning]', that is what it means. No reasonable person 
would question this - other than a lying official looking for some way to justify his lie. 

So, that's the end of that 'problem'. 

Furthermore, even if the Registrar was right and I was not entitled to a fee remission, she 
was, she said (but see below), able to exercise a discretion to grant me a fee remission, 
which, given my financial circumstances, she was legally bound to do (because a discretion 
must be exercised reasonably and it would have been unreasonable, and therefore unlawful, 
to deny me a fee remission given my financial circumstances). 

In this context, note that if she had needed further information, all she had to do was ask for 
it. After all, if you lack information necessary to approve an application, is not the obvious 
(and necessary) thing to do to ask for that information? To reject the application without 
asking for the information, is clearly wrong in and of itself and reveals a determination to 
block the application regardless. After all, if you do not ask for the information, you cannot 
know whether the applicant does in fact meet the relevant requirements. So, blocking an 
application on the basis of inadequate information is as bad as wrongly blocking an 
application when you have full information. 

To illustrate this, what would you think if you went to your doctor with a certain medical 
problem and the doctor told you that you had not provided certain necessary information 
and because of that he would not admit you to hospital? Is the doctor not being culpably 
negligent in not asking for information which he knows he needs in order to assess the 
problem? And if you were to die as a result of the doctor's failure to even ask for the 
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necessary information, might he not be guilty of a criminal offence - like culpable homicide 
(he did not do something that he knew he had a duty to do and you died as a result)? 

So I was entitled to a fee remission but was refused one. The Registrar acted unlawfully, she 
knew she that she acted unlawfully (at the very least she knew that a discretion must be 
exercised reasonably). I pointed all this out in my complaint and so my complaint should 
have been upheld. The refusal of the fee remission involved making a false representation. 
This amounted to fraud and the effect of that fraud was to nullify the Article 50 appeal. 
Independently, dismissing my complaint also involved making a false representation, as 
explained above. This amounted to fraud and the effect of that fraud was to nullify the 
Article 50 appeal. 

So, we have two frauds, the first relating to the rejection of my fee remission application, 
and the second relating to the handling of my complaint about the rejection of my fee 
remission application. These frauds involve the Registrar (Louise de Mambro), the Chief 
Executive (Mark Ormerod), the relevant Non-Executive Director (Mr. Ludlam) and the 
President of the Supreme Court (Lady Hale). 

The corruption of our judicial system goes right to the top. 

Mr. Ludlam went onto say that, in any event, the matter had been conclusively determined 
against me by the High Court but, of course, as I repeatedly pointed out, the High Court said 
that it had no jurisdiction in the matter and a court cannot determine (rule finally upon) a 
matter over which it has no jurisdiction. Another load of cobblers. 

With regard to the denial of my request that the Registrar's decision be reviewed by a single 
justice, Mr. Ludlam said that, in his opinion, the remission of fees was not a judicial matter, 
that the Chief Executive was responsible for it and that he had delegated the function to the 
Registrar. 

This is all completely irrelevant, and obviously so. The Rules say that a person can ask for a 
decision of the Registrar to be reviewed by a single justice. There are no exceptions listed, so 
the fact that a function was delegated by the Chief Executive or is not a judicial matter is 
irrelevant; that is, the Rules do not say that a person can ask for a decision of the Registrar to 
be reviewed by a single justice except where the decision is not a judicial matter (or 
whatever). The only question is whether the decision was taken by the Registrar. That's it. To 
say anything else is to read an exception into the Rules which demonstrably isn't there. 
Where are the words which exclude non-judicial matters? There are none. 

Further, Rule 9(4) starts 'Where under these rules any matter falls to be decided by the 
Registrar...' It follows that when Rule 9(5) says: 'A party may apply for a decision of the 
Registrar to be reviewed by a single Justice', this applies wherever the Registrar makes a 
decision under the Rules generally. Now, Rule 45 states: 'Where a fee is prescribed by any 
order made under section 52 of the Act , the Registrar may refuse to accept a document or 
refuse to allow a party to take any step unless the relevant fee is paid.' Clearly, the Registrar 
refused to process my application on the basis of this rule (I did not, according to her, qualify 
for a fee remission, so she refused to take any step until I paid the relevant fee). What this 
means is that because the Registrar made a decision under Rule 45, I was entitled to ask for 
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that decision to be reviewed by a single justice under Rule 9(5). Mr. Ludlam's argument on 
this head is arrant nonsense. 

So, this is a very clear-cut case where the Chief Executive acted in breach of one of the Rules 
of the Supreme Court by refusing to refer the matter to a single justice as I had asked. It is an 
open and shut case. So why did the President (Lady Hale) just go along with Mr. Ludlam's 
plainly ridiculous assertion? Well, she cannot have believed that he was right in what he 
said, so she was complicit in his wrong-doing. Again, this act on its own is fraud (upon me 
and the court), an attempt to pervert the course of justice and misconduct in public office. 

In addition, the Chief Executive is not responsible for fee remission decisions in exceptional 
circumstances (it is the provision relating to exceptional circumstances that the Registrar 
claims she was using to deny me a fee remission; that is, where there is no entitlement to a 
fee remission a remission can be granted in exceptional circumstances). Under the original 
Supreme Court Fees Order 2009 he was, but under the Courts and Tribunals Fee Remissions 
Order 2013, it is the Lord Chancellor who is responsible. 94 So, in fact, the Registrar had no 
power to use that provision at all. And because the Chief Executive did not (could not) 
delegate that function to the Registrar (because it was not his to delegate), delegation by 
him to the Registrar could not be used as a reason for his involvement. Because it is the Lord 
Chancellor who can grant a fee remission in exceptional circumstances, the Registrar had no 
authority to grant or deny a fee remission on that basis (exceptional circumstances) and that 
means that her decision was ultra vires ('beyond the power') and therefore void. Even if they 
are right about everything else, the fact remains that the Lord Chancellor did not have an 
opportunity to assess whether I ought to have been granted a fee remission due to 
exceptional circumstances. The fact that the Registrar purported to use the provision 
concerning exceptional circumstances means that she accepted that it should be used but, 
clearly, it should not have been used by her. So, she accepted that the provision should have 
been used but she denied the Lord Chancellor (the person responsible under the 2013 
Order) the opportunity of using it. 

This is extremely serious; very senior members of staff at the Supreme Court, a Non- 
Executive Director and the President of the Supreme Court herself unlawfully blocking an 
application to intervene in the most important legal case for a very long time? And the 
intervention was not a trivial matter; it struck at the very root of the Article 50 appeal and, in 
fact, of the UK's very membership of the EU. It raised issues which were not raised by any 
other party (they were all pro-EU, even the Government); that is, the fraud which was 
perpetrated on the British people during the UK's original accession to the EEC (as the EU 
then was) in 1973. The potential ramifications are huge. 

Why do people behave like this? Well, I have come across this sort of behaviour before, 
including in judgments of courts of law, as you have seen. In essence, I think that because 
the rules say that a report or judgment will be produced, they produce a report or judgment. 


94 The Courts and Tribunals Fee Remissions Order 2013, para. 16 says: 'A fee specified in this 
Order may be remitted where the Lord Chancellor is satisfied that there are exceptional 
circumstances which justify doing so.' ( http://www.leRislation.gov.uk/uksi/2013/2302/made ) 
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But it doesn't matter to them that the report is a load of confusing and self-contradicting 
nonsense, makes ridiculous assertions and incompatible claims, expresses unsupported 
opinions and so on; they have done what is required. In fact, the more confusing the report 
is the better, because it makes the job of explaining why the report is wrong to anyone else 
that much more difficult. This means that when the poor old complainant tries to explain the 
matter to anyone (as I have above), the listener is likely to give up trying to understand it all. 
So the more confusing the better. The objective was always just to fob off the complainant 
and it doesn't really matter what words are used to do this. After all, if they say that they 
have a certain opinion, who can say that they don't? They may say that orange is blue, but, 
hey, that it is their opinion (and they are entitled to their opinion). If there is an appeal 
procedure, then tough, you will just have to go through it, but it will usually result in a 
statement like 'x was entitled to reach the conclusion he did' without further explanation. If 
there isn't, well, they will just stop answering your E-Mails/letters. They have produced the 
report and there are no further steps in the process. In any event, they have moved on to 
obstruct the next person by then. The problem has not been resolved and will probably 
happen again, but you can always complain if it does. Then they will produce another report. 
All civil servants and bureaucrats, including judges and court staff and so on, get into this 
mindset very quickly. This is because they have a captive audience; people who have no 
choice about using their 'services'. They are not like a company selling goods or services, 
where the customer can simply use another supplier. These people are an absolute dead 
weight in the system and they will put far more effort into obstructing you than into helping 
you. Further, because they are unaccountable (read what I have said above if you don't 
believe that statement) they become lazy about knowing their own rules, and they become 
very demanding about what you have to do before they will lift a finger to respond to you. 
You have to follow every rule to the letter (including the ones they invent); they, on the 
other hand... 

'The law as I see it, has two great objectives: to preserve order and to do justice; and the two 
do not always coincide. Those whose training lies towards order, put certainty before justice; 
whereas those whose training lies towards the redress of grievances, put justice before 
certainty. The right solution lies in keeping the proper balance between the two. ' (Lord 
Denning) 

Do justice? And whose idea of justice would that be, I wonder? No, the law has one great 
objective, which is to apply the law, not to develop the law or to decide on public policy. A 
judge's job is to apply the law; nothing more, nothing less. If the law needs to be changed 
that is the job of Parliament, not judges. 

If a judge is prepared to ignore the law and make a decision purely on the basis of his idea of 
the public interest, he has ceased to be a judge and has become... a politician. He is breaking 
the most fundamental of constitutional safeguards - the separation between the legislature 
and the judiciary (i.e. between those who are elected to decide what the public interest is, 
and make laws accordingly, and those who are employed to apply those laws with 
impartiality). When one judge, or a number of judges sitting together, can both make the 
law (in effect) and punish you for breaking that law then you are living in a tyranny. It's as 
simple as that. In the second place, if a judge is prepared to ignore the law when faced with 
a constitutional issue of the first importance and of high public visibility, how much more 
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likely is it that he will do so when faced with an issue of lesser importance, such as when 
deciding whether or not to convict you for a minor offence? 


2014 Bankruptcy and the Barony of Mordington (How I bought a kingdom by 
mistake) 

Introduction 

The background to my 2014 bankruptcy requires a fairly lengthy explanation but, 
fortunately, the matter is quite interesting because it explains how I acquired a royal title (by 
mistake, or rather, unknowingly), why this title makes me a peer of the realm with a right to 
sit in the House of Lords (in spite of the exclusion of the hereditary peers from the House of 
Lords, which was itself unlawful and of no effect) and why certain rights are attached to my 
title, like the right not to pay any taxes, the right to sentence people to death (be very polite) 
and so on. I kid you not. I also explain how a certain high official (Minister of the Crown) lied 
to the Queen. All of this is based on rock solid law and undeniable historical facts, which I 
will explain as simply as possible. Of course, it is the very fact that my case is so soundly 
based in law and fact that makes the powers that be determined to resist me at all costs, 
because the implications of my single case are dramatic in the extreme. 

For example, if the hereditary peers, then being the majority in the House of Lords, have 
been unlawfully excluded from Parliament since 1999, is any Act of Parliament passed in 
their absence since then valid? How can it be? If a Conservative government, say, was to lock 
all Labour MPs out of the House of Commons (unlawfully exclude them), would an Act of 
Parliament passed in the absence of those Labour MPs be valid? Of course not. So the same 
logic must apply to the House of Lords. 

What makes the exclusion of the hereditary peers since 1999 unlawful? Because the House 
of Lords Act 1999 contravenes the Treaty of Union 1707, which, as explained below, the 
Parliament of the UK has no power to do. This is because a Parliament cannot overrule the 
document which created it and which defines and limits its own powers. Now, the Treaty of 
Union provided that 16 peers of Scotland should sit and vote in the House of Lords and the 
House of Lords Act 1999 purported to remove this right. This it cannot do. Further, the 
provision in the Treaty was predicated on the necessary assumption that all the peers of 
England would also sit and vote in the House of Lords, so you cannot remove the right of the 
peers of England to sit and vote without destroying that necessary assumption. So the right 
to sit and vote of the peers of Scotland and the right to sit and vote of the peers of England 
go hand in hand (they are both part of the treaty; one expressly, the other impliedly) and 
you cannot remove one without destroying the balance between the two which the Treaty 
of Union established (subject to later creations). Also, Article 4 of the Treaty 95 provides that 


95 Article 4 of the Treaty of Union states (my emphasis): 'That all the Subjects of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain shall from and after the Union have full freedom and Intercourse of 
Trade and Navigation to and from any port or place within the said United Kingdom and the 
Dominions and Plantations thereunto belonging And that there be a Communication of all 
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the subjects of both kingdoms should have equal rights, so it is unlawful to treat subjects 
differently purely on the basis of their nationality (Scots or English). This means that all peers 
must have equal rights (subject to other provisions in the treaty), which means that if 
Scottish peers have the right to sit and vote in the House of Lords, then English peers must 
also have that right. Note that this provision is also in the Acts of Union, which are still on 
the statute book, so it is current statute law. 

Further, in 1425 the House of Lords ruled that an Act of Parliament is ineffective to abrogate 
a peerage unless the peerage is expressly named (Complete Peerage; Vol. IX; p. 606; n. d). 96 
This is still good law (like, say, Magna Carta). Given that a peerage is defined as 'that dignity 
of nobility to which attaches the right to sit and vote in the House of Lords', 97 it follows that 
to remove the right to sit and vote is to remove the peerage itself, since this is the essence 
of the thing. Since the House of Lords Act 1999 did not name a single peerage, it was 
ineffective to abrogate any peerage. 

Acts of Parliament are passed by the House of Commons and the House of Lords before 
being given royal assent and start: 'Be it enacted by the Queen's most Excellent Majesty, by 
and with the advice and consent of the Lords Spiritual and Temporal, and Commons, in this 
present Parliament assembled, and by the authority of the same, as follows:-'. When the 
preamble to an Act refers to the Lords Spiritual and Temporal in this present Parliament 
assembled, it can only mean every person having the legal right to 'assemble' (sit and vote) 
in Parliament as a Lord Spiritual or Lord Temporal. So what happens if Parliament is not 
'assembled' because some of (in fact, the majority of) the members of the House of Lords 
have been unlawfully excluded? The legal doctrine of the presumption of legality (it is 
presumed that Parliament does not intend to do anything illegal unless stated in unequivocal 
terms) must mean that when the word 'assembled' is used in that context, it means 'legally 
assembled' and an assembly can only be legal if no-one who has the legal right to assemble 
is illegally excluded from the assembly. 98 Quite. We are talking here about people being 


other Rights Privileges and Advantages which do or may belong to the Subjects of either 

Kingdom except where it is otherwise expressly agreed in these Articles / 

96 See the Report of the Speeches of Counsel and of the Lord Chancellor and Lord St. Leonards 
in moving the resolution upon the Claim of James Earl of Crawford and Balcarres to the 
Original Dukedom of Montrose created in 1488; pp. xv-xx; 296-7, which makes it clear that 
the Dukedom was created by an Act of Parliament and so would have been abrogated in 
1399, but for the principle expounded by the House of Lords that peerages must be 
expressly named. 

97 Gadd R. P.; Peerage Law; ISCA Publishing; 1985; p. 2. 

98 This is proved by the fact that the House of Lords has, on occasion, refused to proceed to 
business on the basis that it was not properly constituted because one member had been 
unlawfully excluded. See Mereworth v. Ministry of Justice [2011] EWHC 1589 (Ch) at 12 
( http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/Ch/2011/1589.html) . This can only have been 
because if it had proceeded to 'business', that 'business' (anything it did when not properly 
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prevented from sitting, not voluntary absence as allowed by the relevant rules or standing 
orders. This means that every Act of Parliament passed in the last 20 years is invalid. Try this 
argument the next time you are hauled up in court ("Yeah, I might have done [insert crime 
here]. Your Honour, but the Act of Parliament is invalid innit."). The fact that they will laugh 
in your face does not make you wrong, it just means that they are ignorant. 

So hold onto your hat. Here we go! 

Shortly after Annabel and I bought Edrington House, I decided to commission some research 
into the history of the house. In Scotland, it is often possible to trace the ownership of 
property (certainly any property of any size or importance) back to the early medieval period 
and, in some cases, almost back to the period shortly after the Norman Conquest. This is 
because property transactions in Scotland were recorded in a thing called the Register of 
Sasines and, before that, in the Register of the Great Seal. 

The report which the researcher produced consisted of a list of such entries (entries in the 
Register of Sasines and the Register of the Great Seal), together with extracts from histories, 
guide books and gazetteers. One of the entries read as follows (my emphasis): 

'13.9.1636 (589) [RMS IX.245] 

At Edinburgh. The King granted to Mr Thomas Ramsay, minister at the kirk of Foulden, & to 
Helen Kellie his spouse, the town & lands of Nethar Mordingtoun, with the manor & mill 
sometime built upon them by the said Thomas, in the shire of Berwick, which lands, with the 
right of regality thereof, William earl of Mortoun, lord Dalkeith & Abirdour (from whom the 
said Thomas held them) & Robert lord Dalkeith, his eldest son, had resigned, & which the 
king had dissolved from the lordship & regality of Dalkeith. To be held, with right of regality, 
by the said Thomas & Helen in conjunct fee, & their heirs, irredeemably. Rendering one penny 
in name of blench ferm.' 

'RMS' means 'Registrum Magni Sigilli' or 'Register of the Great Seal', so this is a grant by the 
King by a charter under the Great Seal to a Mr. Thomas Ramsay in 1636 of the town and 
lands of 'Nethar Mordington' or 'Nether Mordington', which is Edrington House (the 'manor 
place' of Nether Mordington was renamed Edrington House after the old Edrington Castle 
was abandoned), with 'right of regality'. 

The word 'regality' implies 'royalty', so 'right of regality' would appear to mean 'with royal 
rights' and, in fact, that is exactly what it means. Let me explain. 


constituted) would have been invalid. After all, if the 'business' would have been valid in any 
event, what grounds were there for refusing to proceed to business? 
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The feudal system - Baronies and regalities until the Treaty of Union 


You first need to understand the basics of the feudal system. Now, the feudal system existed 
in Scotland until 2004 and, in fact, it worked pretty well until then." It was most obvious in 
the area of property law (because feudalism was a system of land ownership), where the 
concept of feudal superiors and vassals still survived. Leftist politicians didn't like the idea of 
people being superiors or vassals, so they abolished the feudal system. It wasn't that the 
system didn't work, it was just that they didn't like it. 100 It was a piece of political 
vindictiveness, like the ban on fox hunting. It was almost the first thing they did, after 
spending £400 million on a building for themselves of course, which sort of shows how petty 
and vindictive (and incompetent) they are. 

In broad terms, feudalism was a system whereby land was held in return for military service. 
Under the feudal system the King owned all the land (as the Crown does today in fact); he 
was what was called the 'paramount superior'. As paramount superior he granted land, to 
be held of him in return for some form of service, to people who became his feudal vassals 
thereby. This was a two way relationship; a contract with rights and obligations on both 
sides. The vassal owed loyalty (fealty) and some form of service to the superior and the 
superior owed protection and justice to the vassal. The point is that the superior did not give 
the land to the vassal; the vassal enjoyed certain rights over the land (basically the right of 
use of the land) while the superior retained other rights in his hands (the right to the 
specified service from the land mainly). This meant that both parties had rights over the 
same piece of land; each had a slice of the 'cake of rights' as it were. Importantly, the 
contract could be repudiated by either side in the event of a fundamental breach, as the 
Barons of King John famously did in England at the time of Magna Carta (King John seemed 
to think that the 'feudal contract' gave him the right to sleep with his barons' wives and to 
demand one-off taxes (extraordinary aids); the barons disagreed - rather strongly). The 
vassal was not some of serf tied to the land, unless he was an actual serf of course (but true 
serfdom disappeared fairly quickly). 

Such an interest in land was called a 'feu' (hence 'feudalism') or 'fee', after the Latin word 
feudum (fief), and the process of granting land to a vassal was called 'the grant of a feu'. 


99 As the Scottish Law Commission's Report on the Abolition of the Feudal System stated 
(1.7), feudalism 'could not have achieved such success if it had not met the needs of the times 
in an efficient way. ' Indeed, not that long ago a government White Paper (Land Tenure in 
Scotland: A Plan for Reform; Government White Paper; Cm 4099; 1969) stated that 'there 
was no demand of a modern industrial society that could not be met by the feudal system of 
land tenure' (quoted by Innes of Edingight, Sir Malcolm, KCVO; The Baronage of Scotland: 

The History of The Law of Succession and of The Law of Arms in Relation Thereto; The 
Scottish Genealogist; June 2000). 

100 'When this Act properly comes into effect, unfortunately the only winners are going to be 
the lawyers. ' (Golds Solicitors; Land Reform in Scotland; Irritated? - You should be!), referring 
to the Abolition of Feudal Tenures etc. (Scotland) Act 2000. 
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Some feus, those involving military, honorary or nominal service, 101 were noble; that is, they 
conferred nobility in the sense that the holder of a noble feu was a noble. So, the quality of 
nobility was attached to the land and a person became a noble by virtue of holding a noble 
feu; he was not a noble in himself, which means that nobility was not a personal quality 
(unlike today). The fact that nobility ran with the land meant that if a man gave up his noble 
feu, he ceased to be a noble. Other feus, those involving the payment of rent in money or 
kind or labour, were ignoble in the sense that they did not confer nobility. Nonetheless, the 
holder of an ignoble feu (who we would think of today as something akin to a tenant farmer) 
might hold more land and be wealthier than the holder of a noble feu. 

The King did not just grant land to individuals, he also granted lands to the church. Very 
roughly, in the early days of feudalism about one third of the kingdom was in the hands of 
the King, about one third was in the hands of his immediate vassals and about one third was 
in the hands of the Church. There was also 'waste' which was land which was essentially 
controlled by no-one, not even the King. In Scotland, Solway Moss, near Carlisle, and parts of 
Ettrick Forest, near Selkirk, were 'waste', and this is where outlaws and broken men 
gathered. Large parts of the highlands and islands were also 'waste' in effect. 

The immediate vassals of the King, in their turn, granted lands to be held of them by people 
who became their vassals and those vassals, in their turn, could grant lands to be held of 
them by people who became their vassals. So the feudal system was a hierarchy and every 
person in it, other than the King at the top and those in the bottom layer, would have been 
both a feudal superior and a feudal vassal. Not everyone held land of course and, apart from 
town or city dwellers, there was a large class of landless labourers who enjoyed virtually no 
security of tenure, other than perhaps on an annual basis. In this system, a number of 
people would have enjoyed a slice of the 'cake of rights' in respect of a certain area of land, 
from the king to the lowest vassal. 

In England land was generally held of the King by knight's service; that is, the service due 
from the land was the provision of a specified number of knights to serve in the King's wars 
(I think for a maximum of 40 days). Large earldoms might be held for the service of over a 
hundred knights (The Earldom of Leicester was an example); smaller baronies might be held 
for the service of, say, two or three knights. It was possible to hold a fraction of a knight's fee 
(an area from which the service of one knight was due), which probably meant having to 
pay, say, a third of the cost of hiring someone to serve. In Scotland it seems that military 
service was more of a general duty owed by all subjects to the King, so it is much rarer to see 
land held expressly by military service because all land was impliedly held by military service. 
This means that, in England, the army consisted of a summoning of the feudal host, but in 
Scotland the army consisted of a levee en masse; a levy of the entire able-bodied male 
population. This was the only way a small country like Scotland could hope to be able to 
resist its much larger neighbour. There was no standard area for the provision of the service 


101 Nominal service included such things as 'o penny, if asked', a rose, three arrows, a glove, 
a blast on a hunting horn or a snowball in June (presumably the vassal would have packed 
snow in some hollow or cave at high altitude during the winter and hoped that some of it 
lasted until the summer, rather like an ice house in fact). 
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of one knight (a knight's fee), but it would have been at least 1000 acres, I think, and maybe 
more (possibly several thousand). The reason for the lack of standardisation was probably 
the varying quality of land; a smaller area of good land would equate to a much larger area 
of poor land, and there might be other factors to take into account. 

A man would not grant away to vassals the whole of the lands granted to him; he would 
retain a portion in his own hands for his own use and occupation. This land was known as 
'demesne' land (pronounced 'de-main' with the 'de' as in 'ded', not 'deed'). Part of the 
service due from his vassals might be to work on the demesne land during the harvest. The 
King also retained demesne land, which would probably be scattered all over the country. In 
England such an estate was known as a 'royal manor'. 

Every feudal superior had the right to hold courts to administer his lands (the right was 
inherent in the mere fact of being a feudal superior) and every vassal owed suit to his 
superior's court. On this basis, the immediate vassals of the King owed suit to the King's 
Court, which, over time, developed into 'the King's Court of Parliament'. The courts of other 
feudal superiors in the feudal hierarchy can be properly thought of a lesser versions of the 
King's Court; that is, they were mini-Parliaments. In the same way that Parliament proper 
'runs the country', these courts were mainly concerned with running (the administration of) 
the relevant lands (a rural estate) and dealt with such matters as settling boundary disputes 
between neighbours, determining compensation for damage caused by cattle and so on. The 
ordinary courts of a feudal superior dealt with civil matters; they had no jurisdiction in 
criminal matters or, at least, criminal matters of a serious nature, like theft. 

With regard to criminal matters, the King was the fount of justice and his justice was 
administered by royal officers called Sheriffs or, for more serious offences (murder, rape, 
robbery and arson - called the Four Pleas of the Crown), by the itinerant Justiciars. 
Nonetheless, the King did grant jurisdiction in lesser criminal matters, up to and including 
theft (as opposed to robbery) and manslaughter (as opposed to murder) to his immediate 
tenants. Such men were known as the King's barons ('baron' just means 'man' - so a baron 
was a 'King's man'). In the feudal system, a baron was defined as (1) an immediate vassal of 
the King who (2) had a jurisdiction in criminal matters which carried the death penalty 
(called furca et fossa, where furca was a fork used for hanging men and fossa was a ditch 
used for drowning women). 102 When the King created a baron, he made a grant of 'the lands 
and barony of x', so that the lands and the barony were two distinct things in law; land and a 
jurisdiction in criminal matters over that area of land. A grant of lands to be held of the King 
with the relevant jurisdiction (life and limb) was enough to create a baron. The word 'baron' 
in a charter was not necessary because the jurisdiction was the barony; they were one and 
the same thing. It is important, in this context, to distinguish between a baron's rights of 
private jurisdiction as a landowner (feudal superior) and his rights of public jurisdiction (that 


102 As Sir John Skene stated in 1597 in his celebrated glossary of Scots legal terms: 'In this 
Realme he is called ane Barrone quha haldis his landes immediatlie in chiefe of the King and 
hes power of pit and gallows.' 
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is, administration of the King's justice) as a baron. Baron courts operated under the 
supervision of the local Sheriff. 

It is important to note that the baron, as a litigant in his own court, enjoyed the same status 
as his own vassals (though there must have been abuses of course, as with any system). 103 
His function as baron was purely to administer justice (to see that courts were held and 
followed the proper procedure) and it was his vassals (tenants) who formed the jury and 
pronounced the verdict. Because these tenants were at the same level in the feudal 
hierarchy as immediate tenants of the same feudal superior, they were known as the peers 
(from the Latin pores meaning 'equal') of his court. The immediate tenants of the King were 
the peers of the King's Court and thus 'peers of the realm'. So, the word 'peer' is feudal in 
origin and the feudal barons were the original (and, at that time, only) peers of the realm. 
Keep hold of this fact, it is important. 

In practice, justice in Scotland was dispensed most of the time by 'burlaw men', who were 
respected members of the community. In essence, this was an early form of arbitration in 
the sense that people (the local community) agreed to be bound by the verdict of an 
intermediary. 104 Sensibly, the people of Scotland avoided the courts as much as they were 
able to do so. As Alexander Grant states (Independence and Nationhood, Scotland 1306- 
1469; p. 156) 'the most striking aspect of medieval Scotland's legal system is probably the 
role of the people, in practice they seem generally to have dispensed their justice 
themselves'. 

Are you being to get a slight sense that the feudal system was actually both fair and 
sensible? Good. 

Once created, a barony, being a creation of the Crown, could only be destroyed by an act of 
the Crown; essentially by an Act of Parliament. In law, a barony was indestructible and 
impartible, 105 which meant that its various elements could not be separated. These were the 


103 As Professor William Croft Dickinson states (The Court Book of the Barony of Carnwath 
1523-1542; Scottish History Society; 1937; p. Ixxx): 'the baron was technically in the same 
position as any other litigant'. 

104 Sir John Skene says: 'The laws of Burlaw ar maid and determined be consent of 
neichtbours elected and chosen be common consent in the courts called the Byrlaw courts in 
the quhilk cognition is taken ot compaintes betuixt nichtbour and nichtbour. The quhilk men 
sa chosen as judges and arbitrators to the effect fo resaid ar commonly called Byrlaw men.' 

105 McIntyre, Peter; Introduction to Scottish Legal History; Ch. XXVIII; The Franchise Courts; p. 
375): 'It required a royal grant to create a baron court; once created it was impartible and 
indestructible; only a royal act, the Heritable Jurisdictions Act 1747 (20 Geo. II c.43) could 
limit the franchise jurisdiction of the baron court.' Croft Dickinson, Professor William; The 
Court Book of the Barony of Carnwath 1523-1542; p. xviii: '[The barony] is a unity, or unum 
quid; it has a caput which is inseparable from it and impartible; it is indestructible....' Unum 
quid means 'taken and considered as one in law', so that a reference to one part, such as the 
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jurisdiction (the barony itself), the title of baron (the baron is the person who holds the 
barony), the caput (legal head of the barony, being the place where, in law, the barony was 
held to subsist and which was generally the principal building; that is, manor house or 
castle), the arms of the barony, if any, which are to be distinguished from the personal arms 
of the baron, and any heraldic additaments. 106 Nonetheless, a baron could resign part of the 
lands of his barony into the hands of the King for regrant to another person, in which case 
the relevant lands were dissolved from the barony and thus fell outwith the baronial 
jurisdiction (they were subject to the king's jurisdiction in the form of the Sheriff Court). It 
follows from the above that all the baronies and regalities ever created continue to exist to 
this day, regardless of whether they might have become lost in a conveyancing sense (not 
mentioned in relevant conveyancing documents). They are still there, it is merely a matter of 
finding the owners. 

At that time there were only two degrees of nobility; earls and barons. The earls were also 
feudal barons (they held their lands per baroniam, or 'by barony', and had no greater rights 
of jurisdiction than ordinary barons, although they had much greater prestige of course and, 
holding much more land, were both richer and more powerful) and they sat in Parliament by 
virtue of being barons. However, earls did grant baronial jurisdiction (that is, jurisdiction of 
life and limb) to their own tenants, who became their barons thereby. These barons had the 
same rights of jurisdiction as the King's barons, so they were equally barons in law; it is just 
that they derived their jurisdiction from an earl rather than the King. Such barons were peers 
of an earldom rather than of the kingdom, which means, of course, that they did not sit in 
Parliament. 107 

Not all those holding land immediately of the King owed suit to the King's Court (sat in 
Parliament). Vassals of the King on his demesne land did not hold their lands of the King ut 
corona ('as of his crown'); that is, they did not hold their lands of the King as the King, but of 
the King as an ordinary landowner. Such vassals owed suit to the court of the particular 
estate; they did not owe suit to the King's Court (Parliament). 


jurisdiction, is to be taken, in law, to be a reference to all the impartible elements of the 
thing. 

106 Innes of Edingight, Sir Malcolm; "The Baronage of Scotland: The History of the Law of 
Succession and the Law of Arms in Relation Thereto"-, The Scottish Genealogist; June 2000. 

107 Croft Dickinson (1897-1963), Professor William; The Court Book of the Barony of 
Carnwath 1523-1542; p. lix: 'Finally, in considering these grants of rights of public justice it is 
clear that the tenant received them from his lord because his social position entitled him to 
them, because, in fact, he was already a "baron" as the word was understood in feudal 
society. He might not hold of the King; he might not hold in liberam baroniam. Nevertheless 
his jurisdiction was baronial and while bearing Craig's caveat in mind, we are bound to 
conclude that those tenants who held of an earl or lord and who had a right of furea and 
fossa were 'barons'. The jurisdiction must be our test, irrespective of whether that jurisdiction 
was derived from an earl or king.' 
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To a very limited number of highly favoured individuals, who were nearly always his relatives 
by blood or marriage (in essence, members of the royal family), the King made grants of land 
with all his powers (except the right to try treason, because treason was a crime against the 
King's person). 108 Because of the high and regal nature of the powers conferred, these areas 
were known as 'regalities' and the holder of a regality was called a 'Lord of Regality'. 109 In 
essence, a regality was a higher form of barony and the grant of a regality included all the 
rights of a baron. Lords of Regality could, like earls, create their own barons. An earldom, 
barony or non-baronial land could be erected into a regality, which meant that there were 
barons with much greater powers than 'ordinary' earls. Regalities were, in law and in fact, 
separate kingdoms, each potentially with its own Parliament (with its barons). Exchequer 
and so on downwards; in essence, a mirror of the King's machinery of government, including 
courts, armed forces and so on. The King's writ (law) did not run in such areas and royal 
officials, such as Justiciars, could not even enter them. The Lord of Regality still owed fealty 
to the King and he might be deprived of his regality if he was disloyal or did not administer 
the regality properly. In Scotland, those Lords of Regality who challenged the Crown (such as 
the Douglas family) were resoundingly crushed and their regalities seized. Nonetheless, the 
fact that Lords of Regality did, on occasion, challenge the Crown shows how powerful they 
could be. 

In England, the equivalent of a regality was a county palatine, 110 and two of these (Cornwall, 
held by the Prince of Wales as Duke of Cornwall, and Lancaster, held by the Queen as Duke 


108 Croft Dickinson, Professor William; The Court Book of the Barony of Carnwath 1523-1542; 
p. xlii (my emphasis): 'The lord of regality might possess his own chancery for the issue of 
brieves, which were served in his own name and not in the name of the King; his own mint; 
his own rights of admiralty, and so forth... The only right which a full regality did not 
possess was the right to try treason. ' That is, a grant of full rights of regality was a grant of 
all the rights exercised by the King, excluding only the right to try treason. 

109 Lord Bankton, an institutional writer regarded as authoritative in Scottish courts of law, 
states, in his An Institute of the Laws of Scotland (II, III, para. 83), that (my emphasis): 
'anciently all nobility, in the modern states, proceeded from such fees [baronies and 
regalities]; thus the title of Baron included that of Duke, Marquis and Earl, as well as that of 
Lord. All barons were equally intitled, as Lords of Parliament, to sit and vote in it; the three 
estates, consisting of the clergy, barons and commissioners of borows. Some persons with 
greater merit or interest with the sovereign, were invested with higher privileges than 
barons, by erection of their lands into regalities. This royal dignity implied an ample 
jurisdiction, extending even to capital crimes, and, in some particulars, exclusive of the king's 
judges ordinary, or sheriffs; so that they were Reguli, or little kings; hence the kingdom was 
divided into royalty and regality: the Royalty were those parts which were immediately 
subject to the king's judges; the Regality where the king's judges had no access, unless, on 
particular occasions, it was indulged to them by special statutes.' 

110 Sir George Mackenzie, an institutional writer regarded as authoritative in Scottish courts 
of law, states that Lords of Regality in Scotland had the same powers as Earls Palatine in 
England (Nisbet; System of Heraldry; Vol. II; p. 46) and he also says (Observations; 47) that 'A 
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of Lancaster) still exist to this day and they still enjoy certain residual palatine rights, 
including exemption from taxation, a right of veto in relation to Acts of Parliament which 
affect their palatine rights and so on. These rights are not trivial and the annual income from 
them runs into millions of pounds. 

In origin, palatinates tended to be remote and lawless border areas where the lord needed a 
high degree of autonomy to deal with matters as they arose, particularly since such areas 
were generally in a state of undeclared war with the neighbouring state. Thus, in England in 
the early medieval period the two main counties palatine were the County Palatine of 
Chester (on the border between England and Wales), held by the Earl of Chester, and the 
County Palatine of Durham (on the border between England and Scotland), held by the 
Prince-Bishop of Durham (he was called a Prince because of the royal nature of his powers). 

The Duchess of Cleveland, in The Battle Abbey Roll (Vol. I, p. 121) wrote (my emphasis): 
'Anthony [Bek], Prince-Bishop of Durham, one of the chief potentates of his age, and "the 
prowdest Lorde in Christientie." [...] "No man in all the Realm, except the King, did equal him 
for habit, behaviour, and military pomp: and he was more versed in State affairs than in 
ecclesiastical duties; ever assisting the King most powerfully in his wars; having sometimes in 
Scotland 26 Standard Bearers, and of his ordinary Retinue 140 Knights, so that he was 
thought to be rather a temporal Prince than a priest or Bishop." - Dugdale. As Prince 
Palatine, there was not, in point of fact, a single attribute of sovereignty that did not belong 
to him. He levied taxes; raised troops; sate in judgment of life and death; coined money; 
instituted corporations by charter; created Barons, who formed his council or Parliament, 
and granted fairs and markets. He was Lord High Admiral of the seas or waters within or 
adjoining the Palatinate; impressed ships for war; and had Vice-Admirals and Courts of 
Admiralty. Nor was aught wanting of the state and dignity of Royalty. Nobles addressed him 
only on bended knee; and knights waited bare-headed in his presence chamber. His wealth 
was enormous, and his expenditure as magnificent as his income.' 

William de St. Botolph, 1302, Public Record Office, London, Assize Roll 226, m. Id. states: 
'There are two kings in England, namely, the lord king of England wearing a crown in sign of 
his regality, and the lord bishop of Durham wearing a mitre in place of a crown in sign of his 
regality in the diocese of Durham.' 

The Archbishop of St. Andrews, a Lord of Regality, was written of in similar terms. St. 
Andrews as it was and as it is (Grierson, James, 3rd Ed., G S Tullis, Cupar, 1838, p.54) states 
with regard to the powers of the Archbishop of St. Andrews as a lord of regality and count 
palatine (they were one and the same thing) (my emphasis): 'The temporal power and 
dignity of the archbishop seem to have been no less ample than his ecclesiastical: for, 
according to Martine, he was both count palatine and lord of regality . By the former he is 
said to have had the power of conferring honours like a sovereign, with a chancellor under 


lord of regality is Reg ulus, a little king, and takes off the people from an immediate 
dependence on the king'. The word 'palatine' comes from the Latin palatium meaning 'of the 
palace' and reflects the fact that a palatine lord exercised the same powers as the king in his 
palace. 
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him in a temporal capacity; and , by the latter , he had a civil and criminal jurisdiction, both of 
great extent. He could judge in all civil causes, says the same author, which are competent to 
the Court of Session, except these four: reductions, suspensions, improbations and 
redemptions. He could take cognizance of all crimes committed within his regality, such as 
theft or murder, and upon conviction of the criminal, the escheat of his effects fell to the 
archbishop. [...] By a tax roll of 1665, if appears that the archbishop had at that time, holding 
lands of him, one marquis, fifteen earls, three viscounts and five temporal lords [all creations 
of the Crown, not the Archbishop], besides many considerable persons of inferior rank. ' Thus, 
the Archbishop was, like the Bishop of Durham, a Count Palatine even though he did not 
hold a temporal earldom. Indeed, he was a Prince Palatine, and so were all other Lords of 
Regality. With regard to reductions, suspensions, improbations and redemptions, a regality 
was a separate little kingdom where the King's writ did not run and his courts had no 
jurisdiction. If follows that the judicial system in a regality was, in terms of jurisdiction, a 
mirror of the judicial system in that part of the kingdom subject to the King directly. In other 
words, the lord of regality had complete jurisdiction in the regality and the royal courts, 
including the Court of Session, had no jurisdiction in the regality. It follows that the regality 
court could do anything within the regality that the Court of Session could do outside 
regalities, but only in relation to matters within its territorial jurisdiction. This meant that it 
could not reduce the decision of any court outside the regality, which is what I think is being 
referred to. 

Partly as a means of promoting men they favoured, who were not necessarily barons, but 
often were of course, and partly because they began to run out of demesne land which they 
could grant away, the Kings of Scots, imitating a new practice developed in England, began 
to create personal titles (titles not attached to land), which eventually included all the 
degrees of the modern peerage up to that of duke. 111 Of course, although such titles were 
called 'peerages' and the holders of them were called 'peers', they were not peers in the 
proper feudal sense (unless they were also feudal barons of course). One might say that the 
'new men' stole the trappings of the proper peerage - as indeed they did. These new 'peers' 
were called Lords of Parliament to reflect the fact that they were entitled to an individual 
summons, but feudal barons were also Lords of Parliament, as confirmed by Lord Bankton 
(above). 

Partly because it was the more powerful men in high favour with the King who tended to be 
granted personal titles, and partly because attendance at Parliament was onerous and 
expensive for smaller landowners, as well as largely pointless (they had little influence) and 
sometimes dangerous, the holders of personal titles, who became known as the greater 
barons, started to eclipse, and eventually replace, the holders of territorial titles (the feudal 
barons), who became known as the smaller barons. Eventually, in 1587, the smaller barons 
were excused from their duty to attend Parliament, on condition that they elected barons 
from their Shire (called Commissioners for the Shires) to represent them. There are two 
points to note; firstly, that the smaller barons were excused only on condition that they 
appointed Commissioners to represent them, and, secondly, that the smaller barons still 


111 The first of these was the Earldom of Douglas created in 1358. 
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retained the right to attend Parliament in person as nobles if they so wished. In other words, 
the small barons never lost their right to sit in Parliament as nobles; that is, they never 
ceased to be peers of the realm (that is, peers of Scotland). 112 

Note that by an Act of the Scottish Parliament of 1503 (c. 78) all baronies exceeding 100 
merklands in extent (roughly 300 acres - the size of one merk of land varied) were accounted 
greater baronies; in other words, baronies over a certain size were declared to be greater 
baronies by statute. 113 This means that because the greater barons were accounted Lords of 
Parliament (those entitled to an individual writ of summons), those feudal barons who were 
accounted greater barons by the Act of 1503 were necessarily also accounted Lords of 
Parliament. This means that such barons were, in terms of their status in Parliament, legally 
indistinguishable in terms of Parliamentary rights from those who held personal peerages 
titles. 

This was the state of play at the time of the Treaty of Union of 1707, which united England 
and Scotland under one Crown and Parliament. So let's look at the Treaty and consider its 
effect. 

The first point to note is that the Treaty of Union was the document which founded the state 
of Great Britain (and, with other documents, the current successor state of the United 
Kingdom) and the Parliament of Great Britain (and, with other documents, the current 
successor Parliament of the United Kingdom). It is the document which defined and thus 
limited (or, rather, defines and thus limits) the powers of that Parliament, which had (has) 
no power to do more than was (is) permitted by that document and no power to do 
anything that was (is) prohibited by that document. Question. If a body is established by 
some legal document (a treaty binding under international law in this case) which defines 
and thus limits its powers, can that body simply redefine those powers, and, if so, what was 
the point of defining and thus limiting its powers in the first place? If this is the case, why 
can't the body just set itself up and grant itself unlimited powers, which latter, if you think 
about it, is pretty much what has happened via the doctrine of the supremacy of 
Parliament? But the doctrine of the supremacy of Parliament was simply invented by judges 
by the simple expedient of approving of the theories of a particular writer (A. V. Dicey) on 


112 Sir George Mackenzie, an institutional writer regarded as authoritative in Scottish courts 
of law, as quoted by Seton (The Law and Practice of Heraldry in Scotland; p. 294), states 
(Science of Heraldry; Chap. XXXI) that barons (my emphasis): 'were members of Parliament 
with us, as such, and never lost that privilege, though, for their conveniency, they were 
allowed to be represented by two of their number (in each shire).' 

113 Stair; The Institutions of the Law of Scotland; Vol. I; 11.3.2 states (my emphasis): 'But when 
fees holden of the King became sub-divided, and multiplied, two or more commissioners were 
admitted in Parliament, in name of the meaner barons and freeholders; and all were 
accounted great barons, who held an hundred merk land, or above, of the King, and the 
rest, meaner barons; Pari. 1503, c. 78.' 
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the subject. 114 Do judges have the power to grant unlimited power to Parliament when 
Parliament itself has expressly limited its own powers via the Treaty of Union and the 
associated Acts of Parliament (which mirror the treaty)? Surely, we are getting onto very 
dicey (pun intended) ground here; ground which seems to form part of a judicial fairyland. A 
sort of 'If I say it is the law then it is the law' type of fairyland. 

In this context see Whaley v. Lord Watson 2000 SC 340 at pp. 357-8 where Lord Prosser said: 
'If and in so far as a parliament may have powers which are not limited by any kind of legal 
definition, there is no doubt scope for concepts of 'sovereignty', with the courts unable to 
enforce boundaries which do not exist. But if and in so far as a parliament and its powers 
have been defined, and thus limited, by law, it is in my opinion self-evident that the courts 
have jurisdiction in relation to these legal definitions and limits, just as they would have for 
any other body created by law. ’ 

See also Jackson & Ors v. Her Majesty's Attorney General [2005] UKHL 56, a House of Lords 
decision binding on all lower courts, where reference was made to Bribery Commissioner v. 
Ranasinghe [1965] AC 172 where the Privy Council stated at p. 197-8 (my emphasis): 'A 
legislature has no power to ignore the conditions of law-making that are imposed by the 
instrument which itself regulates its power to make law. This restriction exists independently 
of the question whether the legislature is sovereign, as is the legislature of Ceylon, or 
whether the constitution is ’uncontrolled, 1 as the board fin McCawley’s case {19201 AC 691 / 
held the constitution of Queensland to be. Such a constitution can, indeed, be altered or 
amended by the legislature, if the regulating instrument so provides and if the terms of those 
provisions are complied with: and the alteration or amendment may include the change or 
abolition of those very provisions. But the proposition which is not acceptable is that a 
legislature, once established, has some inherent power derived from the mere fact of its 
establishment to make a valid law by the resolution of a bare majority which its own 
constituent instrument has said shall not be a valid law unless made by a different type of 
majority or by a different legislative process. 1 

At least someone got it right. 


114 Lord Steyn said in Jackson & Ors v. Her Majesty's Attorney General [2005] UKHL 56 at 102 
(my emphasis): 'The classic account given by Dicey of the doctrine of the supremacy of 
Parliament, pure and absolute as it was, can now be seen to be out of place in the modern 
United Kingdom. Nevertheless, the supremacy of Parliament is still the general principle of 
our constitution. It is a construct of the common law. The judges created this principle. If that 
is so, it is not unthinkable that circumstances could arise where the courts may have to 
qualify a principle established on a different hypothesis of constitutionalism.' What he is 
saying here is that judges made Parliament supreme and they can unmake Parliament's 
supremacy, which I guess makes the judges supreme. So, who elected them I wonder? 
Themselves? Methinks that they need to be brought down a peg or two. 
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Note also the case for Lord Grey in the Second Report from the Committee for Privileges; 20 
October 1999, 115 which says (my emphasis): 

'In respect of the earlier debate on Article III, on 18 November 1706, Defoe records [History of 
the Union between England and Scotland, 3rd edtn London, John Stockdale, 1786] that: "The 
capital arguments made use of on this occasion ... were such as these:- 

1. That whatever agreement is now concluded between the two kingdoms, will never be 
binding to the new Parliament. 

2. That the two kingdoms effectually subject themselves to the new Parliament, all the 
conditions stipulated on either side to the contrary in any wise notwithstanding. 

To this it was answered, That the British Parliament were absolutely bound up by the 
stipulations of this treaty; that they being a subsequent power to the two respective 
Parliaments of either kingdom, had no other or farther power to act than was limited to 
them by the stipulations of both kingdoms ... That the Parliament of Britain, being the 
creature of the Union, formed by express stipulations between the two separate Parliaments 
of England and Scotland, cannot but be unalterably bound by the conditions so stipulated, 
and upon which it received its being, name and authority. 1 " 

Thus, the intention and understanding of the Scottish Parliament was made abundantly 
clear. If the Parliament of Great Britain was not 'unalterably bound' by the Treaty and the 
Scottish Parliament was intentionally misled into believing it was, then the treaty was void 
for fraud from the very beginning. 

See also the Reports of the Lords Committees touching the Dignity of a Peer of the Realm; 
ordered to be printed 18/5/1829; Vol. 1; p. 121, which says (my emphasis): 'the Constitution 
of the Two Houses of Parliament of Great Britain was thus definitively settled, except as it 
might be altered by a Legislative Act, consistent with the Terms of the Treaty of Union.' In 
other words, the Treaty of Union can be altered by an Act of Parliament, but only to the 
extent allowed by the Treaty, which in most respects is not at all. 

Further, in an article of June 2007, "The Union and the Law" (The Journal of the Law Society 
of Scotland), David M. Walker, Regius Professor of Law at the University of Glasgow 1958- 
1990, wrote: 'In his judgment in McCormick v. Lord Advocate 1953 SC 396 Lord President 
Cooper, admittedly obiter, observed that the principle of the unlimited sovereignty of the 
Westminster Parliament was a distinctively English principle which had no counterpart in 
Scottish constitutional law. In particular the Lord Advocate had conceded in that case that 


115 Second Report from the Committee for Privileges; 20 October 1999; Appendix 2; para. 20; 
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ldl99899/ldselect/ldprivi/108i/10810.htm . Note that 
the mere fact that this report was issued means that Parliament accepted that the Treaty of 
Union was still in existence and in force, because it if hadn't been then the report would 
have been superfluous. 


176 





the Parliament of Great Britain could not repeal or alter fundamental and essential 
conditions of the Treaty and associated legislation.' 

This means that the unalterable nature of the Treaty has been acknowledged by the 
principal law officer of the Crown in Scotland. But, of course, there is a reference to 
fundamental and essential conditions'. Does this mean that there are such things in the 
treaty as non-essential conditions; that is, conditions were specified with the intention that 
they could be amended or abrogated? Really? That would mean that they were not, in fact, 
conditions at all and therefore completely pointless. This doesn't make sense. When people 
agree conditions, they intend them to be met, not just ignored, amended or over-ridden at 
convenience. Further, if there is no time limit attached to the conditions, then they are 
intended to be permanent; at least, there is no basis for arguing that they are not intended 
to be permanent. When the law says 'x conduct is a crime', it does not mean 'x conduct is a 
crime until next Thursday'. There is no time limit and it would be simply inventing law to say 
that there is. It follows that all the conditions in the treaty are permanent and binding, as 
was clearly the understanding of the Scottish Parliament at the time (see above), unless 
specifically stated to be otherwise. Really, this is not difficult to understand or work out for 
oneself. I would guess that the Lord Advocate was reluctant to say outright that the entire 
treaty is permanent and binding, because he knew that it had (purportedly) been over¬ 
ridden in some respects already (by the Statute Law Revision Act 1948, for instance), so he 
muddied the waters by referring to fundamental and essential conditions', which just leads 
to another question; that is, what do we mean by fundamental and essential conditions' and 
why are some conditions fundamental and essential while others are not? 

Article 25 of the Treaty of Union states: 'That all Laws and Statutes in either Kingdom so far 
as they are contrary to, or inconsistent with the Terms of these Articles, or any of them, shall 
from and after the Union cease and become void, and shall be so declared to be by the 
respective Parliaments of the said Kingdoms. 1 

It follows from the above that any law existing at the time of the treaty and any law 
introduced after the treaty is void and of no effect to the extent that it contravenes the 
treaty. But, in practice, not only were provisions in the treaty impliedly repealed by later 
enactments, they were also expressly repealed by later enactments in certain instances. For 
instance. Article 22, so far as it concerned the peers of Scotland, was repealed by the s.7 
Peerage Act 1963 and Article 20 was, impliedly repealed (not being expressly amended or 
repealed) by the Heritable Jurisdictions Act 1747, which purported to abolish some heritable 
jurisdictions and limit others (feudal baronies and regalities were heritable jurisdictions). The 
Abolition of Feudal Tenures etc. (Scotland) Act 2000 abolished (or purported to abolish) the 
residual jurisdiction of feudal barons left after the Heritable Jurisdictions Act 1747. 116 The 


116 This was done on the basis that a privately owned jurisdiction was 'such an anachronistic 
and objectionable relic of feudalism that it must clearly be abolished 1 (Scottish Law 
Commission; Report on the Abolition of the Feudal System; 2.42). But this shows a complete 
misunderstanding of the true position. Feudal barons merely administered justice; they were 
effectively paid royal officials, except that their positions were hereditary. But the objection 
was not that the jurisdiction was hereditary, it was that it was private, and the idea that 
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House of Lords Act 1999 removed (or purported to remove) the right of hereditary peers to 
sit and vote in the House of Lords and the Committee for Privileges ruled beforehand that 
this was not contrary to the Treaty of Union, but this ruling was clearly nonsensical. 117 

Nonetheless, it is crystal clear that the treaty was intended by both parties to be unalterable 
and was agreed on that basis. It necessarily follows that the s.7 Peerage Act 1963 and the 
Heritable Jurisdictions Act 1747, and any other law which contravenes the treaty, are void 
and of no effect. 'Void' means that they do not exist in law. 

Note also that the Treaty of Union was enacted in domestic law by Acts of Parliament of 
both Parliaments; the Union with Scotland Act 1706 (in England) and the Union with England 
Act 1707 (in Scotland). 118 These Acts are constitutional Acts which are not subject to implied 
repeal, 119 which means that, even if we accept the doctrine of the supremacy of Parliament, 
they can only be amended or repealed by an Act in which an intention to alter the original 


feudal barons sat in court convicting people left, right and centre at their own whim 
('private' = 'personal' = 'I can do what I like') is complete nonsense. 

117 The main reason given for the ruling was that the doctrine of the supremacy of 
Parliament meant that, in essence. Parliament can do what it likes, but I have already shown 
that the doctrine was simply invented by judges and that where Parliament has expressly 
limited its own powers, as it did by the Treaty of Union and the associated Acts of Union, 
judges have no power to overrule Parliament simply by approving the opinions of one writer 
(A. V. Dicey). The ruling was therefore a house of cards. In any event, the doctrine of the 
supremacy of Parliament did not exist in 1707 (although the supremacy of Parliament over 
the Crown, a somewhat different thing, had been established by the Bill of Rights) and it is 
nonsensical to think that it is possible to simply invent a doctrine after the event (after the 
signing of a treaty) which permits circumventing the terms of that treaty. If this was possible 
then no treaty would be worth the paper it was written on, which is why it is expressly 
forbidden by international law (Article 46, Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties). How 
can they have been unaware of this? It is also the case that the judges failed to mention a 
previous ruling by the House of Lords that the Treaty of Union had 'definitively settled' the 
constitution of the House of Lords (see above). The ruling was therefore made per incuriam 
('through lack of care') and is not binding as a result (Kadhim v. Housing Benefit Board, Brent 
[2000] EWCA Civ 344 at 35 and Morelle Ltd v. Wakeling [1955] 2 QB 379). What was really 
happening here was that there was a political will to do something (remove the hereditary 
peers) and the judges just dreamt up some form of words to justify doing it - at which point, 
of course, they ceased to be judges and became politicians. Sorry, but that's just the way it 
is. 

118 A treaty does not take effect in domestic law until enacted by an Act of Parliament. 
Nonetheless, a treaty is still binding on the country as a whole in international law. The state 
is still legally bound to meet its obligations under the Treaty and, of course, this can include 
ensuring that the Treaty is reflected in domestic law. 

119 Thoburn v. Sunderland City Council [2002] EWHC 195 (Admin) at 60-64. 
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Act is set forth 'expressly on the face of the statute'-, 'expressly' meaning that the Act being 
amended or repealed must be named and the intention to amend or repeal the named Act 
specifically stated. 120 The Heritable Jurisdictions Act 1747 did not expressly repeal Article 20 
(see below) and that part of Article 23 by which the peers of Scotland were made peers of 
Great Britain (see below) has never been impliedly or expressly repealed by any enactment. 

As to whether these Acts can be abrogated, I merely note that Lord Bingham wrote in The 
Rule of Law (6th David Williams Annual Lecture; Centre for Public Law; Cambridge 
University; 2006; p. 29): ’...the existing principle of the rule of law requires compliance by the 
state with its obligations under international law...' and that Francis Jacobs, Professor of 
European Law, University of London, wrote, in his The Sovereignty of Law: The European 
Way (Hamlyn Lectures 2006; Cambridge University Press; 2007; p. 7) (my emphasis): 

'Legally, it is difficult, if not impossible, to identify today a state in which a "sovereign" 
legislature is not subject to legal limitations on the exercise of its powers. Moreover, 
sovereignty is incompatible, both internationally and internally, with another concept which 
also has a lengthy history, but which today is widely regarded as a paramount value ... The 
rule of law cannot coexist with traditional conceptions of sovereignty. ' Abrogating the Acts 
means abrogating the Treaty and thus contravening the most fundamental legal principle of 
them all, the rule of law, which, as stated, trumps any doctrine of the sovereignty of 
Parliament. 

This brings us on to what the Treaty of Union provided in relation to feudal baronies. These 
are Articles 20, 22 and 23 (my emphasis). 

Article 20: ’That all heritable Offices, Superiorities, heritable Jurisdictions [which includes 
baronies and regalities], Offices for life, and Jurisdictions for life, be reserved to the Owners 
thereof, as Rights of Property, in the same manner as they are now enjoyed by the Laws of 
Scotland, notwithstanding of this Treaty .' 

Article 22: ’That by virtue of this Treaty, Of the Peers of Scotland at the time of the Union 16 
shall be the number to Sit and Vote in the House of Lords, and 45 the number of the 
Representatives of Scotland in the House of Commons of the Parliament of Great Britain; And 
that when Her Majesty Her Heirs or Successors, shall Declare Her or their pleasure for holding 
the first or any subsequent Parliament of Great Britain until the Parliament of Great Britain 
shall make further provision therein, A Writ do issue under the Great Seal of the United 
Kingdom, Directed to the Privy Council of Scotland, Commanding them to Cause 16 Peers, 
who are to sit in the House of Lords to be Summoned to Parliament and 45 Members to be 
Elected to sit in the House of Commons of the Parliament of Great Britain according to the 
Agreement in the Treaty, in such manner as by a subsequent Act of this present Session of 
the Parliament of Scotland shall be settled; Which Act is hereby Declared to be as valid as if it 
were a part of and ingrossed in this Treaty ...' 

Article 23: ’[1] That theforesaid 16 Peers of Scotland, mentioned in the last preceding Article, 
to sit in the House of Lords of the Parliament of Great Britain shall have all Priviledges of 


120 BH & Anor v. The Lord Advocate & Anor (Scotland) [2012] UKSC 24 at 30. 
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Parliament which the Peers of England now have, and which They or any Peers of Great 
Britain shall have after the Union, and particularly the Right of sitting upon the tryals of 
Peers: And in case of the tryal of any Peer in time of Adjournment or Prorogation of 
Parliament, the said 16 Peers shall be summoned in the same manner, and have the same 
powers and priviledges at such tryal, as any other Peers of Great Britain; And that in case any 
tryals of Peers shall hereafter happen when there is no Parliament in being, the 16 Peers of 
Scotland who sate in the last preceeding Parliament, shall be summoned in the same manner 
and have the same powers and privileges at such tryals as any other Peers of Great Britain; 
and [2] that all Peers of Scotland, and their successors to their Honours and Dignities, shall 
from and after the Union be Peers of Great Britain, and have Rank and Precedency next and 
immediately after the Peers of the like orders and degrees in England at the time of the 
Union, and before all Peers of Great Britain of the like orders and degrees, who may be 
Created after the Union, and shall be tryed as Peers of Great Britain, and shall Enjoy all 
Privileges of Peers, as fully as the Peers of England do now, or as they, or any other Peers of 
Great Britain may hereafter Enjoy the same except the Right and Privilege of sitting in the 
House of Lords and the Privileges depending thereon, and particularly the Right of sitting 
upon the tryals of Peers .' 

In short, under Article 23 of the Treaty of Union all the peers of Scotland became peers of 
Great Britain and sixteen of them would be elected to sit and vote as representative peers in 
the House of Lords, but, other than that, all the peers of Scotland would enjoy the same 
privileges of peers as the peers of England. Under Article 20, heritable jurisdictions (which 
includes feudal baronies and regalities) were protected and were to be preserved as they 
were at the time of the Union. Since a feudal barony was a unum quid (a legally indivisible 
bundle of rights), protecting the jurisdiction meant protecting all those things which were 
indivisibly joined with the jurisdiction, including, of course, any right to sit and vote in 
Parliament as a noble. There is a contradiction here, of course. Article 20 protects the right 
of all feudal barons to sit and vote in Parliament as nobles (which, in the new Parliament of 
Great Britain meant a right to sit and vote in the House of Lords), but Article 22 says that 
only sixteen out of all the peers of Scotland (including feudal barons and the holders of 
personal peerage titles) will sit in the House of Lords. But note that Article 20 ends 
'notwithstanding of this Treaty', which means that Article 20 overrides Article 23. 

The feudal system - Summary 

So that is the historical and legal background up to the Treaty of Union in 1707. What are the 
main points we can draw out of it? They are: 

1. The word 'peer' is feudal in origin and refers to those who are of equal degree in the 
feudal hierarchy as the immediate vassals of a feudal superior ('peer' is derived from 
the Latin pares meaning 'equal'). Today, the word 'peer' is taken to mean 'peer of the 
realm' and means 'a person who is entitled to sit and vote in Parliament as a noble'. 

In Scotland all those who sat in Parliament sat in a single place. In England, there 
were two Houses of Parliament; the House of Commons and the House of Lords. So, 
'peer' in England meant 'a person who is entitled to sit and vote in the House of 
Lords by virtue of being a noble'. 


180 



2. The feudal barons were the original peers of Scotland as the immediate vassals of the 
King and sat in Parliament as such as one of the three 'Estates of the Realm'; the 
three estates being the nobility, the clergy and the representatives of the burghs or 
towns. 

3. From the 1350s onwards, the feudal barons were gradually eclipsed and, to a large 
extent, replaced in Parliament by the holders of personal peerage titles. 

4. The holders of these personal peerage titles were (and are) called 'peers' even 
though they were not (and are not) peers in the proper feudal sense. 

5. The feudal barons never lost the right to sit and vote in Parliament as nobles; that is, 
they remained peers of Scotland until the time of the Union, as confirmed by Sir 
George Mackenzie, an institutional writer regarded as authoritative in Scottish courts 
of law. 

6. Under the Treaty of Union all the peers of Scotland at the time of the Union, 
including the feudal barons, became peers of Great Britain, as did their successors in 
these titles by succession (Article 23). 

7. Under the Treaty of Union the jurisdiction of feudal barons and Lords of Regality, and 
all rights parcel with and indivisible from the jurisdiction, were protected and 
preserved as they were ('in the same manner') in 1707 (Article 20). 

8. The Treaty of Union is the document which created the state of Great Britain (and, 
with other documents, its successor state, the United Kingdom) and the Parliament 
of Great Britain (and, with other documents, its successor Parliament, the Parliament 
of the United Kingdom) and which defined and limited (and defines and limits) the 
powers of the Parliament of Great Britain and its successor, the Parliament of the 
United Kingdom. 

9. A parliament has no power to override the document which created it and which 
defines, and therefore limits, its own powers. 

10. For this reason, any subsequent law which purports to abrogate or amend the Treaty 
of Union in any way is void and of no effect to the extent that it contravenes the 
Treaty of Union; that is, the Treaty of Union can be amended but only to the extent 
allowed by the Treaty itself. This was confirmed by the Reports of the Lords 
Committees touching the Dignity of a Peer of the Realm as quoted above, which 
reports have been cited by later Parliamentary Committees as authoritative. Since 
the House of Lords is the only body with jurisdiction in peerage matters, the reports 
can be taken as an authoritative statement of the law. 

11. The report of the Committee for Privileges in 1999 which stated the contrary position 
(namely, that the hereditary peers could be excluded from the House of Lords 
without contravening the Treaty of Union) failed to take these reports into account 
and that ruling was therefore made per incuriam ('through lack of care') and, in 
consequence, is not binding in this regard. 

12. In any event, the doctrine of the supremacy of Parliament, which was used to justify 
abrogating the Treaty of Union in 1999 (House of Lords Act 1999), is a later (post- 
1707) judicial invention (which purports to override those express enactments of 
Parliament which have recognized limits on the sovereignty of Parliament - 
something which judges have no power to do) which, since it did not exist in 1707, 
cannot be used to abrogate the Treaty. If a post-treaty judicially invented internal 
legal doctrine can legally be used to override a treaty then all treaties are worthless. 
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This is why the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties bans the use of such 
internally developed doctrines or laws to bypass treaties. 

13. This means that, inter alia, the Heritable Jurisdictions Act 1747, the Peerage Act 
1963, the House of Lords Act 1999 and the Abolition of Feudal Tenures etc. 

(Scotland) Act 2000 are null and void to the extent that they contravene the Treaty of 
Union. 

14. Even if it is the case that the Treaty of Union can be abrogated, the Acts of Union (the 
Union with Scotland Act 1706 and the Union with England Act 1707), which mirror 
the provisions of the Treaty of Union, are constitutional Acts which are not subject to 
implied repeal 121 (they can only be repealed by express words which name the 
provision being repealed) 122 and the Heritable Jurisdictions Act 1747 did not 
expressly repeal Article 20, and that part of Article 23 by which the peers of Scotland 
were made peers of Great Britain has never been impliedly or expressly repealed by 
any enactment. 

15. This means that Article 20 and the relevant part of Article 23 of the Union with 
Scotland Act 1706 and the Union with England Act 1707 are still in force, which can 
be confirmed by referring to these provisions on www.legislation.gov.uk. 123124 

16. It follows that, under legislation currently on the statute book, the feudal barons of 
Scotland (including Lords of Regality) are peers of the realm to this day and that their 
titles and rights, including the jurisdiction, are protected as they were in 1707. 

17. More specifically, it follows that, under legislation currently on the statute book, the 
rights of Lords of Regality are protected as they were in 1707, and it follows, on this 
basis, that, as stated by the institutional writers already cited, a regality is, in law, a 
little kingdom and the title 'Lord of Regality' is, in law, a royal title. 

This means that even if the Treaty of Union is not binding and unalterable (which it clearly is 
to anyone who does not have an agenda, as shown above), the feudal barons of Scotland 
(and Lords of Regality) are still peers of Great Britain under legislation which is still in force 
(the Acts of Union) and their rights (and those of Lords of Regality) are still protected as they 
were in 1707 by that same legislation. The case is iron-clad, water-tight, rock-solid, 
undoubted, unmistaken, unerring, unarguable, incontestable, incontrovertible, indubitable 
and indisputable (unless you are a judge, of course). 

It should be noted, in this context, that there are at least four Scottish feudal baronies 
currently recorded on the Roll of the Peerage; the Dukedom of Rothesay, held by the Prince 


121 Thoburn v. Sunderland City Council [2002] EWHC 195 (Admin) at 60-64. 

122 BH & Anor v. The Lord Advocate & Anor (Scotland) [2012] UKSC 24 at 30. 

123 https://www.legislation.gov.Uk/aep/Ann/6/ll/part/16, accessed 9/10/2019. 

124 https://www.legislation.gov.Uk/aep/Ann/6/ll/part/13, accessed 9/10/2019. 
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of Wales (which is also a regality), 125 the Earldom of Mar, 126 the Earldom of Sutherland 
(which is also a regality), 127 and the Barony of Torphichen . 128 

See also Somerville (Complete Peerage, Vol. XIIA, p. 100, n. f), Ochiltree (Complete Peerage, 
Vol. X, p. 7), Hamilton, Keith, Lome and Avandale (Stewart of Avandale in the Complete 
Peerage) as referred to by Alexander Grant in his The Development of the Scottish Peerage 
(The Scottish Historical Review, Vol. 57, No. 163, Part 1 (Apr., 1978), p. 16), all of which were 
feudal baronies treated as peerages in the modern sense. Note that in 1723 the House of 
Lords recognized James Somerville of Drum as Lord Somerville (Complete Peerage, Vol. XIIA, 
p. 104) even though there is no evidence of a patent of creation of any personal peerage 
title and in spite of the fact that the title was undoubtedly treated as a feudal barony as late 
as 1606, when Gilbert Somerville was omitted from the Decreet of Ranking, having sold his 
estates (Complete Peerage, Vol. XIIA, p. 100). 

The question is simply this. If these feudal baronies have correctly been treated as peerages, 
are not all other feudal baronies peerages as well? 

The Earldom of Mar Restitution Act 1885 

What is more, the Earldom of Mar Restitution Act 1885 recognized that the territorial/feudal 
Earldom of Mar was originally, in law, and has remained ever since, a peerage. But since the 
Earls of Mar sat in the Scottish Parliament as nobles by virtue of, and only by virtue of, being 
tenants-in-chief of the King (peers of the King's Court of Parliament), this law must apply to 
all other feudal earls and barons since they also sat in Parliament by virtue of, and only by 
virtue of, being tenants-in-chief of the King; that is, all other feudal barons were peers as 
well and have remained as such ever since. The law which currently makes the Earldom of 
Mar a peerage, and which was recognized by the 1885 Act, must also apply to all other 
feudal baronies; it cannot apply only to the Earldom of Mar. This means that there has been 
statutory recognition that feudal baronies were peerages and are peerages to this day. 


125 '(Complete Peerage' (2nd Ed., Vol. XI, p. 208, n. b) states that this peerage 'must have been 
of a feudal or territorial kind' (see also Vol. Ill, p.444, n. c). Of course, the Duchy has never 
ceased to be such and the title inherited by the current Prince of Wales must have been the 
original title because it was inherited by operation of the Act of 1469 (which applies to the 
original title) when the present monarch ascended the throne. 

126 'Complete Peerage', Vol. VIII, p. 397-433; Vol. VIII, p. 827-854; Vol. IX, p. 77-169. 

127 'Complete Peerage', Vol. XII, Part I, p. 546, 548, 549, 553 etc., which all show the nature 
of the earldom as a feudal title. For the grant of regality see 'Complete Peerage', Vol. XII, 

Part I, p. 555. 

128 'Complete Peerage', Vol. XII, Part I, p. 776. 
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Can you see where I am going with this? If not just call me 'Your Majesty' and we'll call it a 
day. 

Expert reports on Edrington House 

Let's go back to Edrington House. To find out more about Edrington House and the 'right of 
regality' mentioned in the 1636 charter referred to above, I obtained reports from three 
experts with a view to petitioning the Lord Lyon for a grant of arms (a coat of arms) with 
baronial additaments (heraldic objects which denote that the bearer of the arms is a feudal 
baron, such as a chapeau rouge (red hat) and a great tilting helm). Obtaining such a grant is 
the normal way of obtaining recognition as a baron (alternatively, a person could obtain a 
declarator from the Court of Session). 

The first report was from a very senior Professor of Property Law at Glasgow University. 

With him I was only concerned with establishing the descent of a barony or regality on the 
assumption that one existed, rather than with proving the existence of a barony or regality 
in the first place. This was because there was no point in trying to establish whether a 
barony or regality did exist if that barony or regality would not have passed to Annabel and 
myself in any event. Basically the Professor said that if there was a barony or regality of 
Nether Mordington arising from the 1636 charter (see above) or otherwise, then that barony 
or regality would have descended to Annabel and myself as joint owners of Edrington House. 

The second report was from a professional genealogist and an expert in Scottish feudal 
baronies, peerages and related matters, who is generally regarded as the world's leading 
expert in this field. He identified that there had been a Barony of Mordington, dating from 
the early 1200s, of which Nether Mordington (Edrington House) had been the southern part 
and Over Mordington the northern part, but that the barony seemed to have been 
extinguished by a series of transactions in the 1630s when the then owners, the Earls of 
Morton, disposed of the barony piecemeal. 129 

But he then went on to say that if the words cum jure regalitatis ('with right of regality') in 
the 1636 charter (see above) equated to in libera regalitate ('in free regality'), the words 
normally used in a charter to erect a regality, then Nether Mordington had been erected into 
a regality in 1636 and, following the Heritable Jurisdictions Act 1747, 130 what remained of 
that regality was a feudal barony (since Lords of Regality were left with baronial jurisdiction 
after the Act of 1747). 


129 This is a legal impossibility because baronies, being creations of the Crown, are legally 
indestructible except by an act of the Crown; that is, by an Act of Parliament. You cannot 
extinguish a feudal barony by sloppy conveyancing. 

130 The Act (purportedly) reduced baronial jurisdiction to the power to impose small fines in 
relation to minor offences. In other words, it basically removed the power to impose the 
death penalty. Regality jurisdiction was reduced to the same level, so that barons and Lords 
of Regality had the same jurisdiction after 1747. 
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The third report was from leading counsel (that is, a barrister). He concluded that there was 
no grant of a regality in 1636 because the words 'cum jure regalitatis' meant an exemption 
from a regality (of Dalkeith in this case - the Barony of Mordington had been incorporated 
into the Regality of Dalkeith in 1540) and not a grant of a regality, and therefore that there 
could be no residual barony arising from a regality. He said that the words 'in libera 
regalitate' (the three critical words normally used in a charter to erect a regality, as stated) 
were not in the 1636 charter when they were (and he even quoted in his report the passage 
in the 1636 charter in which the words appear). He then refused to correct this critical error. 
Typically for a lawyer, he did not admit his mistake but tried to wriggle out of it by literally 
inventing law. For instance, he said that it was the first occurrence of words in a charter 
which mattered. There is no such legal rule and, of course, he refused to explain where this 
rule came from (the authority from which it is derived). Of course, he changed his 'story' 
from 'the words aren't there' to 'the words are there but don't matter.' The guy is just a 
snake oil salesman. 

What was going on here was that the summary of the 1636 charter in the Register of the 
Great Seal used the words 'cum jure regalitatis', but the original charter also used the words 
'in libera regalitate', including in the critical tenendas ('to be held') clause which specifies the 
tenure on which the land is to be held (this is the clause which has legal effect in relation to 
the tenure). Also, the words 'cum jure regalitatis' mean 'with right of regality' (cum means 
'with', not 'without') and they do create a regality (other necessary conditions being met). 
We know this because the 1636 charter uses these words to refer to what the Earl of 
Morton held, which was unquestionably right of regality, as well as to what was granted to 
Thomas Ramsay. So, according to leading counsel the same words had opposite meanings 
when used in different places in the same document. This is simply nonsensical, particularly 
given that the 1636 charter says that Thomas Ramsay is to 'enjoy and possess them [the 
lands] in all respects [my emphasis], just as the said earl possesses and enjoys, and his 
successors and others will possess and enjoy the said lordship and regality of Dalkeith'; that 
is, with the same rights, necessarily including right of regality. 

He did not consider what had happened to the Barony of Mordington even though he knew 
of the existence of that barony from the second report and my instruction to him, via 
solicitors, was to give an opinion on whether I owned 'some form of barony', which 
obviously might include the Barony of Mordington, since Edrington House (Nether 
Mordington) had been part of that barony (it was therefore the most obvious candidate). He 
therefore had no good reason for restricting his report solely to the question of whether 
there was a barony arising out of a regality created in 1636; rather the opposite in fact. 
Surely, he was duty bound to look into the Barony of Mordington, given my instructions? 

In any event, before he submitted his report to me I had already drawn his attention to the 
fact that the second report was clearly wrong and that the Barony of Mordington must be 
attached to Edrington House as the caput (the legal seat of the barony; that is, the place 
where the courts were held and where the barony was held, in law, to subsist). 

What I had deduced was as follows. The ancient Barony of Mordington consisted of two 
parts; Over Mordington and Nether Mordington. In 1634 Over Mordington was resigned into 
the hands of the King for regrant to Sir James Douglas. This meant that Over Mordington was 
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dissolved from the Barony of Mordington at that time, so that from 1634 onwards the 
Barony of Mordington consisted only of Nether Mordington. In 1636 Nether Mordington 
(Edrington House), the entire remaining part of the old barony, was resigned into the hands 
of the King for regrant to Thomas Ramsay, who had already built Edrington House by that 
date (he held the lands as a feudal vassal of the Earl of Morton before 1636, when he 
became a feudal vassal of the King). Although there was no express mention of the Barony of 
Mordington in the relevant charter granting Nether Mordington to Thomas Ramsay, there is 
a legal rule in Scots law that when a baron disposes of all of the lands of his barony, the 
barony passes to the disponee even if not expressly mentioned; the barony passes sub 
silentio (silently). 131 This was what happened to the Barony of Mordington in 1636. It passed 
to Thomas Ramsay and, as his successors in title to the caput (to which the barony attaches), 
Edrington House, the Barony passed to Annabel and myself when we purchased Edrington 
House in 1998. 

I later deduced that the Barony of Mordington had been erected into a regality by Robert II 
on 24 th March 1381/2, 132 when James Douglas, son of Sir James Douglas, Baron of 
Mordington, became engaged to Elizabeth, daughter of the future Robert III; that is, the 
younger James Douglas became engaged to the king's (Robert ll's) grand-daughter. The 
question of whether the 1636 charter had erected a regality was therefore academic 
because Mordington had been held in regality for over 250 years (since 1382) by that date. 
Therefore, what Thomas Ramsay had been granted in 1636 was a regality and that regality 
had passed to Annabel and myself in 1998. I later confirmed the original grant of regality by 
consulting another leading Scottish genealogist, who confirmed that Mordington had 
originally been erected into a regality on its own. Since a barony retained its separate 
identity when incorporated into a regality, 133 this meant that when the Barony of 
Mordington was incorporated into the Regality of Dalkeith in 1540, what was incorporated 


131 Halliday in his Conveyancing Law and Practice states (p. 289) that: A conveyance of the 
lands carries the barony and its bundle of rights without express mention. Conversely, a 
conveyance of part of the lands does not carry the barony or, without, express mention, any 
additional rights associated with it.' 'Claims of Jurisdictions', [1748], 5 Brn 750, 'Decisions of 
The Lords of Council and Session, Collected by James Burnett, Lord Monboddo' 
( http://www.bailii.org/scot/cases/ScotCS/1748/Brn050750-0930.html) states: ’It was 
likewise understood, that, if the whole regality was alienated, the right of regality would go 
to the purchaser...’ 

132 Scots Peerage; VI; 350, referring to Registrum Honoris de Morton: 'infeodo et hereditate 
in liberam regaliam feu regalitatem cum quatuor punctis pertinentibus ad coronam 
nostram'; that is, with the four Pleas of the Crown ( Registrum Honoris de Morton; Vol. II; p. 
156). 

133 Croft Dickinson, Professor William; The Court Book of the Barony of Carnwath 1523-1542; 
p. xxxvii; I: 'undoubtedly both the regality and the earldom, like the 'honour' in England, 
might at times be a 'bundle' of jurisdictions; and if baronies were included therein, each 
would, being indestructible, retain its own identity, whilst it might even retain its own 
separate court.' 
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was a barony held in regality and therefore what was dissolved from the Regality of Dalkeith 
in 1636 and granted to Thomas Ramsay was also a barony held in regality (that is, a regality). 
The barrister had been barking up the wrong tree. 

Recognized as Baron of Mordington by the Court of the Lord Lyon 

In 2004, the Lord Lyon King of Arms, acting in his judicial capacity (a judge in a Scottish court 
of law - the Court of the Lord Lyon), recognized me as Baron of Mordington as a result of my 
findings and this clearly proved that both the second and third reports were wrong (the Lord 
Lyon had sight of all three reports but accepted my arguments nonetheless). 134 I therefore 
refused to pay the barrister's fee on the basis that he was clearly wrong, that I had told him 
he was clearly wrong before he had submitted his report to me, that he had refused to 
correct his errors, and that the fact that he was wrong had been established by a ruling of a 
Scottish court of law; the Court of the Lord Lyon. On top of this he had not carried out my 
instructions and had been barking up the wrong tree all along. His conduct went way beyond 
mere negligence. Why should I pay someone who had (1) not done what I instructed him to 
do, (2) refused to correct critical errors in his report, and (3) been found to be wrong by a 
Scottish court? Quite. 

The Lord Lyon did not recognize me as a Lord of Regality at that time because I did not 
petition to be recognized as such at that time. I thought that this would be a step too far, 
although the Lord Lyon has recognized Lords of Regality since then, such as when he 
recognized one George David Menking as Lord of the Lordship and Regality of Garioch on 
30/4/2015. Such recognition merely recognizes that the title exists; it says nothing about any 
rights parcel with the title, as far as I am aware. 

So, I have been recognized as Baron of Mordington and there is little doubt that I would also 
be recognized as a Lord of Regality as well if I were to submit a petition to the Lord Lyon to 
that effect. On the other hand, given that the Barony of Mordington is a regality, to 
recognize me as Baron of Mordington is to recognize me as a Lord of Regality. The regality is 
a unum quid (one thing in law) so you cannot recognize someone as Baron of Mordington 
without recognizing him as Lord of the Regality at the same time. 

So what has happened on this front since I was recognized as Baron of Mordington in 2004? 
Well, two things really: 

1. I was sued by the Edinburgh firm of solicitors who engaged the barrister whose bill I 
refused to pay and made bankrupt by them in 2014. 

2. I petitioned the Crown (the Crown Office or Lord Chancellor in effect), then the 
House of Lords and then The Queen to be recognized as a peer of Scotland and to be 
entered as such on the Roll of the Peerage, and also to be recognized as holding the 
rights of a Lord of Regality as they were in 1707. This petition has been unlawfully 


134 You will appreciate that this means that I have defeated in argument both the world's 
leading expert and leading counsel in their own specialist area - together. Does this make me 
the world's leading expert? You bet it does. 
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blocked in every possible way and I have now applied for a judicial review of the 
advice given to The Queen by the Advocate General to decline to refer my peerage 
claim to the House of Lords. 

Lindsays WS and bankruptcy 

The Edinburgh firm of solicitors (Lindsays WS) sued me in the Edinburgh Sheriff Court. But, in 
fact, the Edinburgh Sheriff Court had no jurisdiction to hear the case, since I was then living 
in England and, under Schedule 8 Civil Jurisdiction and Judgments Act 1982, I should have 
been sued in England, a fact which did not seem to bother the Edinburgh Sheriff Court at all. 

Neither was the court bothered by the fact, which I raised in court, that Lindsays had 
claimed in writing on the summons (claim form) that the court did have jurisdiction, 135 that 
this statement was false, that the making of this false statement, even if done recklessly 
rather than intentionally, amounted to fraud (Derry v. Peek [1889] UKHL 1) and that, since 
my presence in court had been obtained by this fraud, the entire proceedings were void for 
fraud ab initio (from the beginning) on the basis that fraud unravels everything. 136 By 
intentionally ignoring this fraud, the court became party to it, both the Sheriff and the 
Sheriff Principal. 

Lindsays WS were not concerned that the barrister had not carried out my instructions, had 
made critical errors of fact, had refused to correct those critical errors of fact, had been 
proved wrong by a Scottish court of law and had, in fact, been barking up the wrong tree all 
along; their attitude was that he had done the work so he should be paid. This is rather like a 
garage mechanic insisting on being paid for fixing your car when it still won't start, on the 
basis that he has done an hour's work and so should be paid. Well, if the car is unfixable, 
that is one thing, but if it is just down to the mechanic's obvious incompetence, that is 
another. The court agreed with them, but what were my chances of getting one Edinburgh 
barrister (the judge) to say that I did not have to pay for the 'work' of another Edinburgh 
barrister? Either nil or zero, or possibly zilch, I would say. 

Interestingly, when Lindsays WS sought to enforce the judgment of the Edinburgh Sheriff 
Court in England, the English courts (the Canterbury County Court and the High Court, both 
the Chancery Division and the Queen's Bench Division) repeatedly refused to even consider 
my allegation of fraud in spite of the fact that there is clear House of Lords (now the 
Supreme Court) authority, binding on them, which I cited to them repeatedly, to the effect 
that a foreign judgment (and Scotland is a foreign jurisdiction as far as English law is 
concerned) can be impeached for fraud even if the issue of fraud was investigated and 
rejected by the foreign court. In other words, if a defendant alleges that a foreign judgment 
has been obtained by fraud, an English court cannot refuse to consider the allegation. A 


135 The summons/claim form states: 'The pursuers [cloimonts] seek payment of the sums due 
which are to be paid at their place of business in Edinburgh. This Court accordingly has 
jurisdiction.' 

136 See Prest v. Petrodel Resources Ltd & Ors [2013] UKSC 34 quoted below. 
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court might dismiss an allegation once it has considered it, but it cannot dismiss it without 
considering it at all, which is what happened in my case. This is equivalent to you submitting 
a claim form to a court and the court simply refusing to process it - at all. 

In this regard, see O'Brien, John, Conflict of Laws (2 nd Ed.; Cavendish; 1999; pp. 277-281), 
where the case law is reviewed. This culminated in Owens Bank Ltd v. Bracco [1992] AC 443, 
where the House of Lords upheld the decision of the Court of Appeal in Jet Holdings Inc. v. 
Patel [1990] 1 QB 335, CA, where Staughton LJ said: 'The decisions in Abouioff... and 
Vanda la... show that a foreign judgment cannot be enforced if it was obtained by fraud, even 
though the allegation of fraud was investigated and rejected by the foreign court.' 

In Bussoleno Ltd v. Kelly & Ors [2011] IEHC 220, for example, it was said at 38: 'Halsbury's 
'Laws of England' 4th Ed. Vol. 8 (3) (Reissue/4 at 151) contains a succinct summary of the 
current law: 

"151. Judgment obtained by fraud. 

A foreign judgment which has been obtained by fraud will not be recognised or enforced in 
England. The judgment is impeachable whether the fraud was on the part of the court or on 
the part of the successful party. It is immaterial that the fraud has already been investigated 
by the foreign court, although in such a case the plea of fraud may involve a retrial in 
England of the matters adjudicated upon by the foreign court; and it is immaterial that the 
unsuccessful party in the foreign proceedings refrained from raising the plea of fraud in those 
proceedings although the facts were known to him at all material times. If, however, the 
allegation of fraud has been made in fresh proceedings before the foreign court by way of an 
application to have the judgment set aside, the English court may hold the applicant to be 
estopped from challenging the judgment of the court which he elected to seise, or may find it 
to be an abuse of the process of the court for the allegation of fraud to be relitigated in 
England.'" 

The question is how enforcement of a foreign judgment obtained by fraud can be resisted in 
a domestic court if the domestic court does not even allow the issue of fraud to be raised. It 
can't. This means that the only way to give effect to the above House of Lords/Supreme 
Court ruling is to allow the issue of fraud to be raised. It follows that the domestic court 
must allow the issue of fraud to be raised. Is this logic too hard for a judge to follow? 

In the Duchess of Kingston's Case (1776, 20 St. Tr. 537) it was stated (my emphasis): 'Any 
judgment obtained by fraud may be impeached. In a prosecution for bigamy, counsel for the 
prosecution can show that a sentence of a Spiritual Court in a suit of jactitation of marriage 
that the marriage is null and void was brought about by fraud and collusion, and thus destroy 
its effect.' 137 So the rule that any judgment may be challenged on the basis that it was 
obtained by fraud has been in existence since at least 1776. Is 200 years enough forjudges 
to learn this rule? Evidently not. 


137 European Encyclopedia of Law ( http://lawlegal.eu/duchess-of-kingston39s-case/) . 
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Note that, with regard to fraud, in Prest v. Petrodel Resources Ltd & Ors [2013] UKSC 34 it 
was said at 18: 'English law has no general doctrine of this kind. But it has a variety of specific 
principles which achieve the same result in some cases. One of these principles is that the law 
defines the incidents of most legal relationships between persons (natural or artificial) on the 
fundamental assumption that their dealings are honest. The same legal incidents will not 
necessarily apply if they are not. The principle was stated in its most absolute form by 
Denning U in a famous dictum in Lazarus Estates Ltd v. Beasley [1956] 1 QB 702, 712: "No 
court in this land will allow a person to keep an advantage which he has obtained by fraud. 

No judgment of a court, no order of a Minister, can be allowed to stand if it has been 
obtained by fraud. Fraud unravels everything. The court is careful not to find fraud unless it is 
distinctly pleaded and proved; but once it is proved, it vitiates judgments, contracts and all 
transactions whatsoever..."' 


'No court in this land' evidently excludes the Canterbury County Court and the Chancery and 
Queen's Bench Divisions of the High Court; they do not regard themselves as bound by the 
decisions of the House of Lords/Supreme Court (at least when dealing with an 
unrepresented party such as myself). 

The criminal conduct of Lindsays WS was therefore compounded by criminal conduct on the 
part of the judges all the way down the line; Edinburgh Sheriff Court, Canterbury County 
Court, the Queen's Bench Division of the High Court (London) and the Chancery Division of 
the High Court (London). In fact, the fraud by Lindsays WS was just one instance of 
criminality, which even included the Official Receiver, who unlawfully tried to register a 
restriction in the property register against my house in Norham, 138 which, since it is owned 
by a trust, is not my property and is therefore outside the bankruptcy process, as the Official 
Receiver well knew (I had sent them the trust deed). Attempting to register a restriction 
when you know that you have no grounds for doing so is a criminal offence under s,123(l)(b) 
Land Registration Act 2002. It is also fraud of course. I tried to bring a private prosecution 
against the Official Receiver (the case was black and white), but the Dover Magistrates' 

Court just dismissed my 'information' on the ground that it was vexatious, meaning 
malicious (which is not the correct legal meaning of 'without any basis in law'), which the 
High Court has ruled cannot be used as a ground for staying a private prosecution. So, that is 
more criminality on the part of the Official Receiver and the Dover Magistrates' Court (in the 
latter's case, an attempt to pervert the course of justice and misconduct in public office). 

I promise you, I am just skimming the surface with regard to the criminality I encountered in 
this process. 

So, that is criminality on the part of: 

1. Lindsays WS. 

2. Edinburgh Sheriff Court (several judges). 

3. Canterbury County Court (several judges). 


138 This effectively prevents you selling the property since potential purchasers will be 
alerted to the fact that there is some form of dispute involving the property. 


190 



4. The Queen's Bench Division of the High Court (London). 

5. The Chancery Division of the High Court (London) (several judges). 

6. The Official Receiver (several members of staff). 

7. The Dover Magistrates' Court. 

By the way, Lindsays WS never got a penny, which, of course, I knew would be the outcome 
from the start. I wrote a letter of commiseration to them, to which, for some reason, they 
did not reply. Too busy chewing the carpet with rage probably. The outcome must have 
been painful to people who would walk a mile in tight shoes to steal a penny from their own 
grandmothers, but there you go, that's life. To me, this was just another opportunity to 
demonstrate the total corruption of the judicial system. The entire weight of the British legal 
system got them precisely nowhere. 

Petition to the Crown Office 

Following this, starting in 2016,1 initiated various processes (one after the other, as each one 
failed in turn) to obtain recognition as a peer of Scotland and to have this fact recorded on 
the Roll of the Peerage, the official record of peers (although a peer does not have to be 
recorded on the Roll and many peers of Scotland have not bothered to have themselves 
recorded). 

Bear in mind, as you read what follows, that there are at least four Scottish feudal baronies 
currently recorded on the Roll of the Peerage; the Dukedom of Rothesay, held by the Prince 
of Wales, the Earldom of Sutherland, the Earldom of Mar and the Barony of Torphichen. The 
Countess of Mar sits in the House of Lords, so we actually have a Scottish feudal baron 
sitting in the House of Lords. 

I initially approached the Crown Office. 139 My petition was, essentially, directed to the 
Registrar of the Peerage as the official within the Crown Office who maintains the Roll of the 
Peerage, which is the official record of hereditary peers. A hereditary peer does not have to 
be entered on the Roll, but if he is not, then he will not be officially recognized as a peer. The 
Crown Office were extremely obstructive and, in fact, deliberately misleading. They tried 


139 Guidance Notes on Succession to a Peerage where no Right to Stand for Election in Lords' 
By-elections is Sought ( http://www.college-ofarms.gov.uk/GuidanceNotes2.pdf, accessed 
6/11/2018). The procedure where no entry onto the Register of Hereditary Peers is sought is 
that an application, together with a statutory declaration by a near relative attesting to the 
relationship of the applicant to the deceased peer, and the relevant evidence (typically birth, 
marriage and death certificates), is submitted to the Registrar of the Peerage, who works 
within the Crown Office. The guidance notes say nothing about the procedure following 
submission of an application beyond 'we will aim to notify the new Peer that their name has 
been placed on the Roll within three months of acceptable evidence.' 
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very hard to put me off with all sorts of obfuscations and lies, and even claimed that I could 
not even apply to be entered on the Roll of the Peerage. 140 

The Crown Office obtained an opinion on my petition from the Lord Lyon, who replied, in a 
letter dated 20/3/2017, that feudal baronies 'have never been understood to form part of 
the peerage in Scotland'. Of course, this is absolute nonsense, as I have shown above. 141 1 
take it that what the Lord Lyons meant by this statement is peerages in the modern sense; 
that is, peerages created by letters patent. But if you define a peerage as a peerage created 
by letters patent, then, evidently, peerages created by other means, such as by crown 
charters erecting lands into earldoms and baronies (which are peerages in accordance with 
the original and proper meaning of the word), will fall outside that definition. But a peerage 
is (or was until the passing of the House of Lords Act 1999) defined as 'that dignity of nobility 


140 In an E-Mail to me dated 12/1/2016 Grant Bavister, Assistant Head of the Crown Office, 
wrote (my emphasis): 7 have been in touch with colleagues at the Court of The Lord Lyon 
who inform me that your Matriculation of Arms did not include the additamentfor a Peerage 
Coronet and that you were recognised as the feudal Baron of Mordington by virtue of your 
ownership of the lands. On this basis you are not a Peer of Scotland and are not able to take 
advantage of the relevant part of Article 23 of the Union with Scotland Act 1706; accordingly 
you are not in a position to make an application to be entered on the Roll of the Peerage, nor 
does it therefore convey the right to stand for election to a vacant seat amongst the 92 
remaining hereditary Peers in the House under the terms of the House of Lords Act 1999.1 
cannot see that Article 20 is of an aide to you as that appears to me to preserve the rights 
that would have run with the holder of the feudal Barony of Mordington.' The point is that I 
did not apply to be recognized as a peer when I petitioned the Lord Lyon, so, obviously, he 
did not grant me something I did not ask for. So, this is like saying: 'Well, you haven't claimed 
this before so you can't claim it now.' In the same way, I did not petition to be recognized as 
a Lord of Regality, so the Lord Lyon did not recognize me as one, even though it is clear that I 
am a Lord of Regality, as shown in this paper. 

141 The Court of Session, in its return to Parliament dated 12/6/1739 (Nisbet; System of 
Heraldry; Vol. II; Part IV; p. 181) says (my emphasis): 'First then, they [the Lords of Session] 
take the liberty to remark, that they cannot discover in the records any patent of honour 
creating a peerage, earlier than the reign of king James VI. Before that time, titles of honour 
and dignity were created by erecting lands into earldoms and lordships, and probably by 
some other method that cannot now, in matters so ancient, be with any certainty discovered 
: For a great many noble families appear, from the rolls of Parliament, to have sat and voted 
in Parliament as lords of Parliament, though no constitution of the peerage, or title of honour 
under which they sat, can be now found in the records : But as the constitution in most 
ancient cases does not appear, and the chief evidence of the titles being hereditary is the 
successor's regularly possessing the predecessor's rank in Parliament, it is not possible, 
without hearing the allegations that may be made, and examining the evidence that may be 
brought by contending parties, to form any judgment of the limitations of such ancient 
peerages .' This clearly refers to feudal/territorial titles as peerages. 
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to which attaches the right to sit and vote in the House of Lords'. 142 Scotland did not have a 
separate house of peers, so, in Scottish law, a peer was a man who had the right to sit in 
Parliament as a noble, and feudal barons had that right until the Treaty of Union, when they 
became peers of Great Britain under the terms of the Treaty of Union, as I have explained 
above, being peers of Scotland at that date. Note that there is nothing in this definition 
which limits peerages to titles created by a certain method, such as by letters patent. The 
definition surreptitiously adopted by the Lord Lyon is highly misleading. This is like saying: 'I 
define the word 'egg' to mean a square metal tin with the word 'Biscuits' on the lid. It 
follows that this small oval object from which a chicken just hatched was not and is not an 
egg. Case proved.' According to the chosen definition this is perfectly correct. However, zer 
iz one zmall problim... 

The first thing that needs to be said is that the Lord Lyon is not an expert in peerage law. He 
is a heraldic authority who deals with the granting of arms and succession to arms. 
Succession to arms parallels succession to peerages in many ways, but that is only a small 
part of peerage law. He only deals with feudal baronies as part of the procedure for granting 
arms, because a petitioner applies for a grant of arms with baronial additaments (heraldic 
devices showing that the armiger is a baron). In this regard, the Lord Lyon relies on the 
opinions of experts (usually lawyers) employed by petitioners, but even this does not involve 
knowledge of feudal law because, once the creation of the barony has been established (and 
this will generally be clear from the wording of the relevant Crown Charter), it is a question 
of the descent of the barony, and that is a mere conveyancing question. This was the case in 
relation to my feudal barony. 

The Lord Lyon's opinion, such as it was, was just a series of unsupported assertions, all of 
them wrong. It was a mere half of a page and did not directly respond to a single argument 
raised in my petition (of over 100 pages). For instance, when I pointed out the fact that there 
are four feudal baronies currently on the Roll of the Peerage, the Lord Lyon simply didn't 
bother to respond. So, his 'opinion' was not an opinion on my petition at all, it was simply a 
series of unsupported assertions in response to my petition. 

If a person seeks another person's opinion on a certain document, he expects the opinion to 
be on that document; in other words, to consider and respond to the arguments raised in 
the document, including the factual evidence and the reasoning based on that evidence. If 
an opinion doesn't do this then it is not an opinion on the document . Would you accept an 
opinion which did not address any of the arguments raised in the document on which the 
opinion is supposed to be? No, so why did the Crown Office do so? Because they wanted 
something (anything) to be able to use to dismiss my claim. The Lord Lyon's 'opinion' was a 
convenient straw for them to grasp - and grasp it they did. The question here is that if 
someone says that he has obtained a report on your petition and that report does not 
actively consider your petition in the manner described (consider and respond to the 
arguments you raise), is that statement not incorrect? In other words, he says he has 
obtained a report on your petition when he hasn't. And if he hasn't obtained an opinion on 
your petition, he is not in a position to give an opinion on your petition himself, particularly 


142 Gadd R, P.: Peerage Law, ISCA Publishing; 1985; p.2. 
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where, as here, he has no expertise in the relevant law (Scots peerage law). This must be the 
case. The very fact that the Lord Lyon was asked to give an opinion on my petition and did 
not do so should have put people on enquiry ('Why didn't the Lord Lyon address the 
arguments raised in the petition? Is it because he can't?'). 

To explain why the Lord Lyon wrote his report the way he did, I would point out that the 
current Lord Lyon, like all recent Lords Lyon (since 2001), is very much against the whole 
idea of feudal baronies. The 'establishment' doesn't like the idea of titles being outside 
Crown (state) control; that is, titles which are capable of being bought and sold. I suspect 
that the establishment also doesn't like the idea that foreigners can buy such titles. The 
establishment basically wants to do away with them and, in the meantime, they do 
everything possible to chip away at anything that makes them special or different. Thus, the 
Lord Lyon no longer grants the so-called 'baronial chapeau'; a red hat which sits on top of 
the shield in a coat of arms (correctly heraldic achievement). Can you imagine anything more 
petty and spiteful? 143 It's just a picture of a red hat for heaven's sake. I believe that the Lord 
Lyon is now refusing to use feudal titles in grants of arms. In other words, where someone is 
a feudal baron, and the correct form of address is, say, John Smith, Baron of Somewhere, the 
Lord Lyon refuses to use that correct form of address. This is a refusal to use a person's 
correct, legal name, which is unlawful. 144 

For myself, I think that the law is the law. If the law says that a Japanese businessman can 
buy a title, then good for him. It is not for officials to decide what they do and do not like. 
They need to be put back in their box. Also, the idea of people being snobbish about feudal 
baronies is ridiculous when you consider that a significant number of peerages were 
obtained by corruption, theft, bribery, political wheedling, the giving of sexual favours, 
murder and so on. In medieval and late medieval Scotland it was the most ruthless criminals 
who rose to the top. The Home family, who became Earls of Home, and who provided the 
UK with a Prime Minister, Alec Douglas-Home, rose to prominence through the theft of 
church lands and were, according to one source, 'fleshed in cruelty'. Put simply, these people 
would murder a bishop if he stood in their way. The most stark example of land theft is 
probably Gilbert Kennedy (d. 1576), 4 th Earl of Cassilis, who roasted the Commendator of 
Crossragual Abbey over a fire until he signed over the deeds of the Abbey. 145 Nice guy. The 
number of peerages gained by truly honourable service in that period is pretty small I would 


143 Since the baronial chapeau had been awarded for over 50 years, there was, in fact, a 
legitimate expectation that the practice would continue, which gives rise to, in effect, an 
enforceable legal right to the chapeau. But who cares about the law? 

144 As stated in The Clans, Septs and Regiments of the Scottish Highlands (Adam, Frank and 
Innes of Learney, Sir Thomas, 7th Ed.; p. 411): ’It is rude, not "respectful", to address 
Clanranald as "Mr. Macdonald" or the Laird of Keir [a feudal baron] as "Mr. Stirling."' The 
Office of the Lord Lyon always addresses me as 'Mr.', which is not just rude, it is not my 
correct name and is therefore unlawful. This is a fine demonstration of their petty 
vindictiveness. 

145 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gilbert Kennedy, 4th Earl of Cassilis . 
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have said. In Scotland, many peerage titles were obtained by lawyers who wheedled lands 
out of people's hands by legal trickery. A more unpleasant bunch of people would be hard to 
imagine, and yet the Lord Lyon will happily kow-tow to a man just because he is an earl 
descended from such a land thief. On the other hand, the Lord Lyon's attitude to, say, a 
Texan businessman who has made a success of his life through hard work and providing 
products and services that people want to buy, and who fancies a feudal title in his 
retirement as a well-earned indulgence, is 'Stuff him.' I have the measure of officials like the 
Lord Lyon. They are very nasty people and are fundamentally corrupt; they only believe in 
the rule of law when it suits them. 

The Clerk of the Parliaments 

When the Crown Office failed to persuade me to give up on the basis of this 'opinion', they 
got the Clerk of the Parliaments to write to me on 12/10/2017 to tell me that since I was not 
a hereditary peer, I was not entitled to be entered in the register, which he maintains, of 
hereditary peers who wish to stand in any by-election of hereditary peers 146 (92 hereditary 
peers still sit in the House of Lords and when a vacancy occurs a by-election is held to choose 
a replacement). 

In the first place, I had not applied to be entered in 'his' register, so he had no reason to 
respond to my petition at all. He invented a pretended ambiguity in my petition which, he 
claimed, meant that I had so applied, but it was obvious nonsense. 

In the second place, if I had applied to be entered into his register then Standing Order 11 of 
the Standing Orders of the House of Lords would apply. This states 'Any hereditary peer (not 
previously in receipt of a writ of summons) who wishes to be included in the register 
maintained by the Clerk of the Parliaments pursuant to Standing Order 10(5) shall petition 
the House and any such petition shall be referred to the Lord Chancellor to consider and 
report upon whether such peer has established his right to be included in the register.' 

You need to understand how the Clerk twisted the rules. Standing Order 11 (see above) says 
that 'any hereditary peer' can petition (apply). This clearly means 'anyone claiming to be a 
hereditary peer'. This must be the case because if the person has already established that he 
is a hereditary peer, there would be no need to 'consider and report upon whether such peer 
has established his right to be included in the register'-, he would have established that right 
already as a person who has established that he is a hereditary peer. The Clerk took the 
words 'any hereditary peer' to mean a person who has already established that he is a 
hereditary peer and since I had not done so I could not even apply. But the whole purpose of 
applying is to establish that you are a hereditary peer. So, what the Clerk was saying, in 
effect, was: 'You cannot apply to establish that you are a hereditary peer because you have 

not established that you are a hereditary peer.' This is so nonsensical that it is clear that the 
Clerk deliberately misinterpreted the rules in order to obstruct my petition. 


146 Guidance Notes on Succession to a Peerage with Entry onto the Register of Hereditary 
Peers ( http://www.college-ofarms.gov.uk/GuidanceNotesl.pdf, accessed 6/11/2018). 
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On the basis that I obviously did have the right, as someone claiming to be a hereditary peer, 
to apply to be entered in the register which he maintains, he was wrong either way. He 
either had no grounds for dealing with my petition at all, because I had not applied to be 
entered in the register which he maintains, or, if I had so applied, he should have referred 
my petition to the Lord Chancellor, which he refused to do. It is also worth pointing out that 
the Clerk of the Parliaments knows nothing about Scots peerage law, so he would be 
disqualified from acting even if he had any authority to do so (which he didn't of course). In 
addition, in asserting that I am not a hereditary peer he was, in effect, determining (ruling 
on) my peerage claim. But only the House of Lords has jurisdiction in peerage claims, which 
means that he was usurping the jurisdiction of the House of Lords. So, he was ruling on a 
matter where he had no competence and no authority. This conduct amounts to an attempt 
to pervert the course of justice (a peerage claim is a claim for recognition of a legal right, 
which means that the process in a judicial one) and misconduct in public office. 

The Lord Chancellor 

Having failed to put me off in this way, the Clerk of the Crown in Chancery then wrote to me 
on 4/12/2017 to tell me that 'the Lord Chancellor is not satisfied that your claim is made out, 
and cannot direct that your name be placed on the Roll of the Peerage.' 

The response from the Lord Chancellor presumably meant that I was taken to have applied 
to the Lord Chancellor. This procedure of applying to the Lord Chancellor is (or rather was) 
the one adopted when a peer died and his heir applied for a writ of summons (to sit and 
vote in the House of Lords). This is really an administrative process which only requires 
minimal evidence, such as a statutory declaration, birth certificate and so on. It cannot be 
properly characterized as a peerage claim as commonly understood. Today, of course, a 
hereditary peer no longer applies for a writ of summons on succession because hereditary 
peers no longer sit and vote in the House of Lords, unless elected in a by-election of 
hereditary peers. Nowadays the procedure is used in relation to entering a successor to a 
peerage already on the Roll of the Peerage. It is highly questionable whether this procedure 
was appropriate in my case, because I had already been recognized as the holder of the 
relevant title by the Lord Lyon, so what remains is a question of whether that title is or is not 
a peerage, which is a question of law. This obviously requires specialist legal advice, which is 
only obtained in the next stage, as outlined below, if the application is refused. It was 
therefore meaningless to process, or pretend to process, my petition through this procedure 
because it did not involve obtaining legal advice from those qualified to give it - the 
Advocate General in my case, who can seek the advice of Counsel in turn. In his letter of 
4/12/2017 the Clerk of the Crown in Chancery did say that advice had been obtained from 
the Lord Lyon as specified in the Warrant establishing the Roll of the Peerage. There were 
two problems with this: 

1. The advice of the Lord Lyon had been obtained some nine months before, and my 
petition rejected by the Clerk of the Parliaments on the basis of it, so they had done 
nothing new and were simply having another go at trying to get me to go away. 

2. The Warrant establishing the Roll of the Peerage specifies a role for the Lord Lyon in 
preparing (initially setting up) the Roll but not in keeping it (maintaining it) 
thereafter, by which I mean processing applications to be entered on the Roll or 
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amending or removing entries. This is quite evident from reading the Warrant so the 
Clerk of the Crown in Chancery was just lying. 147 

If an application to the Lord Chancellor is refused, as happened in my case, then a petition 
should be submitted to the Crown, which refers it to the Attorney-General or, in the case of 
Scottish peerages, to the Advocate General, who then will draft a report. You will note that 
there is a difference between an application and a petition . My petition was treated as an 
application, but the process for dealing with an application was clearly inappropriate in 
relation to my petition, as I have said, because of the need to obtain specialist legal advice. 
The fact that this specialist legal advice was eventually obtained from the Lord Advocate 
proves that it was necessary in order to properly assess my petition. 

Note that 'the Crown' can mean, depending on the circumstances, either the person of the 
Sovereign or Ministers exercising the powers of the Crown (the Royal Prerogative) on the 
Sovereign's behalf. Today, almost all of the powers of the Crown are exercised by Ministers 
and are therefore best described as 'Ministerial executive powers'. It generally makes no 
difference if the Royal Prerogative is exercised by the Sovereign personally because he or 
she is bound by constitutional convention to act in accordance with the advice of Ministers. 
This means that it is the Minister who makes the decision and, for this reason, his decisions 
can be challenged by way of judicial review. This means that, in substance, such powers have 
been delegated to Ministers. Some residual powers of the Crown are exercised personally by 
the Sovereign, potentially on his or her own initiative and without advice. These include the 
rights to advise, encourage and warn Ministers in private; to appoint the Prime Minister and 
other Ministers; to assent to legislation; to prorogue or to dissolve Parliament; and (in grave 
constitutional crisis) to act contrary to or without Ministerial advice. As far as grants of titles 
and honours are concerned, almost all titles and honours are granted on the basis of 
Ministerial advice and the only exception to this is grants to members of the royal family. On 
the other hand, a peerage claim, other than a petition for the termination of an abeyance 148 


147 Para. 1(3) of the warrant says (my emphasis): ' Our Secretory of State shall prepare the 
Roll in consultation with Our Garter Principal King of Arms and Our Lord Lyon King of Arms, 
according to their respective heraldic jurisdictions.' Para, 1(4) says (my emphasis): 'Our 
Secretary of State may take such steps and do such acts as he considers expedient to 
preparing and keeping the Roll, or incidental thereto, including in particular: (a) causing any 
person who was a Peer on the date on which this Our Warrant was given to be entered on 
the Roll; (b) making such use of the Roll of the Lords Spiritual and Temporal formerly kept by 
Our Clerk of the Parliaments as he thinks fit.' Clearly, there is a difference between preparing 
the Roll and keeping the Roll. Since 'preparing' clearly means initially setting up the Roll, 
'keeping' means something other than that; in other words, adding to, amending or deleting 
entries from the Roll once it has been set up. The Lord Lyon is not given a role in keeping the 
Roll. 

148 An abeyance happens where the holder a barony by writ dies leaving no male heir but 
two or more daughters (a single daughter would inherit). The title is said to fall into 
abeyance between them. Since they are equally entitled, neither can claim. The abeyance 
will continue until it resolves itself into a single heir; that is, there is only one person left to 
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(where none of the co-heirs have a legal right to the title), is a claim of right; that is, the 

petition asserts a legal right to the title in question. For this reason the Royal Prerogative is 

not involved at all because prerogative powers are discretionary powers and there is no 

discretion to deny a legal right to a title if that right exists. 

In addition, the Sovereign cannot act as a judge. In 'i Constitutional and Administrative Law' it 
says: 'Thus the King could not himself act as a judge; he must dispense justice through his 
judges. 1149 If the Sovereign personally determines a claim of right, he or she is acting as a 
judge. See also the important constitutional case of Prohibitions del Roy (1607) where Sir 
Edward Coke said (my emphasis): To which it was answered by me, in the presence, and with 
the clear consent of all the Judges of England, and Barons of the Exchequer, that the King in 
his own person cannot adjudge any case, either criminal, as treason, felon, etc, or betwixt 

party and party, [concerning his Inheritance, Chattels, or Goods, &c. but this ought to be 

determined and] adjudged in some Court of Justice, according to the law and custom of 

England; ' 150 

It follows from this that a peerage claim (not being a petition for the termination of an 
abeyance) has nothing to do with the Royal Prerogative and should go nowhere near the 
Sovereign, because the Sovereign, being unable to act as a judge, cannot determine a legal 
right. It follows from this that if the Sovereign is involved in a petition, he or she must refer 
that petition to a competent judicial authority; in other words, the appropriate court of law. 

So, what happens when someone petitions the Crown? 

When a petition has been submitted to the Crown and a report obtained the procedure is as 
follows, according to the specified sources. 

Atkin's Encyclopedia of Court Forms in Civil Proceedings says that once the report of the 
Attorney-General/Advocate General has been obtained 'the Crown then refers the petition, 
accompanied by the Report of the Attorney-General or Lord Advocate [now the Advocate 
General] to the House of Lords and the House refers it to the Committee for Privileges.' 151 


inherit. When this happens the heir becomes the heir by right and the abeyance ceases. Any 
co-heir can petition the Crown, as a matter of discretion, not right, to terminate the 
abeyance in his or her favour. Of course, there may be hundreds of heirs to a barony in 
abeyance, so they will probably remain in that state for ever. 

149 Constitutional and Administrative Law; 11th Ed.; Longman; London & New York; 1993; p. 
262. 

150 12 Co Rep 63; ch 18 A. ( http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/KB/1607/J23.html ). 

151 Atkin's Encyclopedia of Court Forms in Civil Proceedings; 2nd Ed.; 1998; Vol. 31; p. 175; 
para. 4. 
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Note that there is no choice in the matter; it doesn't say that the Crown can refer the 
petition to the House of Lords, it says 'refers' which means 'will refer'. 

Debrett's says that the Attorney General seeks the advice of Counsel for the Crown and 
then, if he is not going to recommend issuing a writ, he is obliged (again, no discretion) to 
refer the matter to the Committee for Privileges, via the House of Lords. 152 

Halsbury says that, since the time of Charles II, if there is any doubt about a petition then it 
has always been referred to the House of Lords (which refers it to the Committee for 
Privileges). 153 

Palmer says (my emphasis): 'The forms of procedure adopted in the above-mentioned claims 
has been followed in a great number of subsequent claims, and in almost all the Crown, 
where any doubt as to the validity of the claim has arisen, has taken the course of referring 
the matter to the House of Lords for its opinion and advice. This is the more desirable, as the 
decisions of questions of peerage law involve such serious consequences, and a decision by 
the Crown without the approval of the lords is not conclusive . 1154 

Lord Keith of Kinkel, a Law Lord, said in relation to the Viscountcy of Oxfuird claim in 1977 
(my emphasis): 'As regards procedure for claiming, in a simple case the normal procedure is 
for the succeeding heir to matriculate the arms of the peerage with the Lord Lyon at his Court 
in Edinburgh. The Lord Lyon is a judge, his Court is a court of law, and his decisions may be 
appealed to the Court of Session, and thence to the House of Lords. But at all events, in all 
simple cases of succession to Scottish peerages, it is the procedure before the Lord Lyon 
which establishes the right. 155 The arms having been matriculated by the Lyon, the Writ to 
Parliament follows automatically. But there may be complicated and difficult cases. Every 
application has to be served on the Lord Advocate and, if he thinks it appropriate, he may 


152 https://www.debretts.com/expertise/essential-guide-to-the-peerage/claims-to-peerage/, 

accessed 18/10/2019. 

153 Halsbury; The Laws of England; 1909; vol. 9; p. 21. 

154 Palmer; Peerage Law in England; Stevens & Sons; London; 1907; p. 10. 

155 This is not quite correct. A peer can matriculate arms with the Lord Lyon but it is up to the 
House of Lords as to whether it accepts that matriculation as adequate proof of entitlement 
to the peerage in question. It might accept it, it might not. In other words, the matriculation 
does not definitively establish the right to sit and vote in the House of Lords. If the House of 
Lords does not accept the matriculation, then that matriculation will have to be reduced by 
the Court of Session. An interesting situation would arise if the Court of Session declined to 
do so. The matter would then presumably be appealed to the Supreme Court, so we might 
have the Supreme Court contradicting the House of Lords. What would happen then? See 
the note below where Lord Brougham said that the Committee for Privileges sits as a 
Scottish court of law in a Scottish peerage claim. This means that both the Supreme Court 
and the Committee for Privileges would sit as a Scottish court - but which takes precedence? 
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require that a petition be addressed to the Crown, and then the matter comes before the 
Committee for Privileges, which is what happened in the Oxfuird case. The reason why the 
Oxfuird case was complicated was not so much because of the law; or because of a lapse of 
time, but because the matter had been brought before the Committee for Privileges in 1735 
by an earlier claimant, and I think that I am right in saying that it was that circumstance 
which caused the present petition to the Crown to be presented by the claimant.' 156 This 
makes it clear that where a petition is addressed to the Crown, it comes before the 
Committee of Privileges. In other words, it is referred to the House of Lords, which refers it 
to the Committee for Privileges. 

Cruise says that if the Attorney-General/Advocate General reports against the claim (reports 
that, in his view, the claim has not been made out), then the petition will not be referred to 
the House of Lords. 157 But this is based on a single example (the Banbury peerage claim of 
1727) where the House of Lords had previously ruled on the matter (specifically calling their 
determination a judgment), which would make it redundant to refer the matter to the House 
of Lords again, although a person is entitled to resubmit a petition in the light of new facts 
or, I believe, new arguments. 158 This is hardly a sound basis for saying that if the Attorney- 
General reports against a petition, then that petition will not be referred to the House of 
Lords. In fact, of course, in that case the Attorney-General did not 'report against' the claim, 
he said that the claim had already been finally determined. In short, he said that the claim 
was, in effect, res judicata. 

So, we have five authorities (including Atkin's, which, in an E-Mail dated 12/1/2015, the 
Assistant Registrar of the Roll of the Peerage referred me to as the authority on procedure) 
which say that if there is any doubt about a peerage claim that claim will be referred to the 
House of Lords, and against these we have one authority (Cruise) which says that where the 
Attorney-General/Advocate General reports against the claim (reports that, in his view, the 
claim has not been made out), then the petition will not be referred to the House of Lords. 
But there is not one example of this being done. The one 'example' which Cruise gives is of a 
petition which the House of Lords said it had already determined, so it was not referred to 
the House of Lords because it had already been determined, not because the Attorney 
General expressed the view that the claim had not been made out. 

Note that of the four authorities, only Halsbury is regularly cited in courts today, and he says 
that since the time of Charles II, if there is any doubt about a petition then it has always 
been referred to the House of Lords. This on its own is enough to create a legitimate 
expectation and that legitimate expectation is enforceable in the courts. 


156 House of Lords Hansard, 27/6/1977, Vol. 384, Column 901-902. 

157 Cruise, William; A Treatise on the Origin and Nature of Dignities or Titles of Honour-, 
Joseph Butterworth & Son; London; 1823; p. 315. 

158 Cruise, William; A Treatise on the Origin and Nature of Dignities or Titles of Honour-, 
Joseph Butterworth & Son; London; 1823; p. 285. 
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Of course, there are two slightly different situations here; one where there is doubt about a 
claim and the other where the Attorney-General/Advocate General decides that a claim has 
not been made out ; in other words, where, presumably, he does not feel any doubt that the 
claim has not been made out. Well, even if the latter proposition is valid (that is, that it is 
proper not to refer a claim to the House of Lords where the Attorney-General/Advocate 
General decides that a claim has not been made out, which is very doubtful because the 
Attorney-General would be acting as a court of law thereby in determining a person's rights), 
this cannot apply in my case. How can anyone say that there is no doubt that my feudal 
barony is not a peerage when there are currently four feudal baronies recorded on the Roll 
of the Peerage? To make such an assertion you would have to resolve the question of why 
these four feudal baronies should be on the Roll, but my feudal barony should not. Absent 
that explanation, there must be a question mark left hanging in the air; in other words, a 
doubt must remain. The existence of that doubt means that my petition must be referred to 
the House of Lords. The authority to which the Crown Office itself referred me (Atkin's) says 
so. 

The Queen 

My petition was, apparently (I question everything they tell me - with good reason as you 
have seen), placed before the Queen, who referred it to the Advocate General. He, 
apparently, advised the Queen that she should take no action; that is, in effect, he advised 
the Queen that she should not refer my petition to the House of Lords. 

Note, in this context, that my petition was not addressed to the Queen (it was submitted to 
the Crown Office) and I did not submit it to her. It seems to me that the right to petition the 
Queen is the personal right of every subject and if a subject does not petition the Queen 
then, absent express authorization from him, no-one else has any authority to do so on his 
behalf. Originally, there was no mention of my petition being submitted to the Queen. The 
Crown Office (Ceri King) wrote to me on 17/1/2018 to say that 'we [the Crown Office] will 
now refer the petition to the appropriate Law Officer.' On 3/8/2018 she wrote: 'The Advocate 
General for Scotland ("AGS"), as the relevant Law Officer, is now reviewing your petition with 
a view to preparing a report for the Crown .' 'The Crown' is not the same thing as 'The Queen' 
and refers to those who exercise the powers of the Crown, such as the Crown Office. On 
14/11/2018 Richard Heaton, Clerk of the Crown in Chancery, wrote: 'The Queen has referred 
your petition to the Advocate General for Scotland for consideration. ’ On 21/11/2018 the 
Advocate General (Nathan Lappin) wrote: 'The Advocate General for Scotland has considered 
this matter and has duly advised the Crown .' Note, 'advised the Crown ' and not 'advised the 
Queen '. This is from the horse's mouth; the Advocate General's office. On 4/12/2018, 

Richard Heaton wrote to inform me that the Advocate General had advised the Queen that 
nothing further should be done in respect of my petition and that the Queen had accepted 
that advice. What is my reading of all this? That my petition never went anywhere near the 
Queen . That was, it seems to me, simply an invention by Richard Heaton. After all, the 
Crown Office, by its letters of 17/1/2018 and 3/8/2018 (above), expressly confirmed that it 
had referred my petition to the Advocate General, and this was before there was any 
mention, by the letter of 14/11/2018 (above), of the Queen doing such a thing. And even if 
my petition was submitted to the Queen, it was done so without my authority. 
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By constitutional convention the Queen acts in accordance with the advice of her Ministers, 
as stated, which means that the decision was actually taken by the Advocate General rather 
than the Queen, because it is unquestionably true that if you do not have a choice then you 
do not make a decision (because a decision implies having options - things to choose 
between). 159 But regardless of how it was done, whether by the Queen or by the Advocate 
General, the Royal Prerogative was used to deny me access to a court of law for the 
determination of my rights. 

The refusal to refer a petition to the House of Lords was a clear breach of my fundamental 
constitutional right of access to a court of law for the determination of my rights. In R. v. 
Secretary of State for the Home Department ex p. Leech No.2 [1993] EWCA Civ 12 it was 
said: 'Now we turn to a principle of greater importance. It is a principle of our law that every 
citizen has a right of unimpeded access to a court. In Raymond v. Honey, supra, at 13A, Lord 
Wilberforce described it as a "basic right". Even in our unwritten constitution it must rank as 
a constitutional right. 1160 

My petition also engaged my right under Article 6 (Right to a fair trial) European Convention 
on Human Rights (ECHR), which says: 'In the determination of his civil rights and obligations 
or of any criminal charge against him, everyone is entitled to a fair and public hearing within 
a reasonable time by an independent and impartial tribunal established by law.' The 
European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR) has ruled that a right to sit and vote in the House 
of Lords is not a civil right which engages Article 6, 161 but a hereditary peerage no longer 
carries that right under the House of Lords Act 1999. In any event, my petition claims 
numerous other rights which are independent of any right to sit and vote in the House of 
Lords, such as, as a Lord of Regality, rights in the soil (as currently enjoyed in Cornwall by the 
Prince of Wales as Duke of Cornwall). It follows that Article 6 ECHR applies to my petition, 
which means that I have a right under ECHR to have my petition determined by a court of 
law. 

One point to note is that the European Convention on Human Rights overrides the 
established procedures relating to peerage claims. This means that once it has been 
established that Article 6 ECHR is engaged, I am then entitled to have my claim determined 
by an independent and impartial tribunal. It is a moot question whether the House of Lords 
or the Committee for Privileges qualifies as such. Would you be happy to have your 
membership of a club determined by members of that club (and it is a club), almost all of 


159 Miriam Webster defines 'decide' as 'to make a final choice or judgment' 
( https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/decide, accessed 1/5/2019). 

160 http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWCA/Civ/1993/12.html . 

161 X v. United Kingdom (Application No 8208/78) - 'It is of the opinion that such a right, 
connected as it is to the composition of part of the legislature, falls into the sphere of public 
law rights outside the scope of Article 6. Insofar as the participation in the work of the House 
of Lords involves an obligation, the Commission considers that mutatis mutandis the same 
reasoning applies.' 
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whom know literally nothing about Scots peerage law and have no legal qualification 
whatsoever? Quite. 

My petition also engaged my statutory right of access to justice under Magna Carta (1297), 
which is still on the statute book (in case you thought it isn't), which says (my emphasis): 'No 
Freeman shall be taken or imprisoned, or be disseised of his Freehold, or Liberties, or free 
Customs, or be outlawed, or exiled, or any other wise destroyed; nor will We not pass upon 
him, nor condemn him, but by lawful judgment of his Peers, or by the Law of the Land. We 
will sell to no man, we will not deny or defer to any man either Justice or Right .' 162 

Lord Halsbury says: 'The extent of the prerogative being necessarily somewhat vague at 
common law, it has been found necessary at various times to define its limits more 
accurately by statute. The principal provisions, from a constitutional standpoint, are to be 
found in four great statutes or charters [Magna Carta (1215 and 1297), the Bill of Rights and 
the Act of Settlement] by which the rights and liberties of the subject are preserved and acts 
of tyranny by the Crown or its ministers restrained (I).' 163 

This states quite clearly that the use of the Royal Prerogative has been restricted by inter alia 
Magna Carta, which means that the Royal Prerogative cannot be used to deny a person 
access to justice; that is, access to a court of law for the determination of his rights. But this 
is precisely what happened, which means that the Advocate General advised the Queen to 
act unlawfully, in breach of the most fundamental constitutional right of them all - the right 
of access to justice under Magna Carta, the very foundation of our democracy. Wow. 

But the question remains as to whether it was necessary to put my petition before the 
Queen in the first place. The royal warrant establishing the Roll of the Peerage gives the Lord 
Chancellor the power to add a person to the Roll if he is satisfied that the person is a peer, 
using the procedures which he (or his predecessor) has established. 164 But does this not also 
mean that the Lord Chancellor can refer a peerage claim to the House of Lords, since, under 
the warrant, 165 he can devise the relevant procedures? Surely, if the Lord Chancellor can 
recognize a peer, he must also have the power to take any steps necessary to that end, 
which must include referring a peerage claim to the House of Lords for a recommendation 


162 http://www.legislation.gov.Uk/aep/Edwlccl929/25/9/section/XXIX . 

163 Halsbury; Laws of England- 1909; Vol. 6; 556. 

164 Para. 5(5) of the royal warrant states: 'On having considered the application, Our 
Secretary of State shall: (a) cause the applicant to be entered on the Roll if he is satisfied that 
the applicant is a peer; [...].' 

165 Para, 1(4) says (my emphasis): 'Our Secretary of State may take such steps and do such 
acts as he considers expedient to preparing and keeping the Roll, or incidental thereto, 
including in particular: (a) causing any person who was a Peer on the date on which this Our 
Warrant was given to be entered on the Roll; (b) making such use of the Roll of the Lords 
Spiritual and Temporal formerly kept by Our Clerk of the Parliaments as he thinks fit.' 
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(when a peerage claim is referred to the House of Lords, it responds with a recommendation 
as whether the claimant should be recognized as a peer). 166 Further, since an individual 
claimant can petition the House of Lords himself where the Crown refuses to recognize a 
claimant, as explained below, surely the Lord Chancellor can refer that same petition to the 
House of Lords in the same circumstances? The idea that he does not have such a power is 
irrational in my view. In fact, it is irrational to argue that he does not have a legal duty to 
refer a petition to the House of Lords. 

Note also that there is a fundamental constitutional right to petition Parliament under the 
Bill of Rights. There are no restrictions on this right, so a person can petition on behalf of 
another person and even, theoretically, without their knowledge (I could petition Parliament 
to make my dog the Archbishop of Canterbury - without my dog knowing). In such 
circumstances, anyone can petition the House of Lords on my behalf without even asking 
me, so the Lord Chancellor must be able to do so as well (and he has a good reason to do so; 
namely, that I submitted my petition to him). 

On this basis, it was not necessary to put my petition before the Queen. So why did they do 
it? Well, I think there were two main reasons. Firstly, they had already tried to dismiss my 
petition (get rid of me) three times (Crown Office, Clerk of the Parliaments, Lord Chancellor) 
and I had refused to accept their dismissals, so I think they were 'upping the ante' in terms 
of authority ('If the Lord Chancellor can't get rid of him, we'll have to get the Queen to do 
it.'). Secondly, and related to the first reason, I think they thought they could refuse to 
disclose the advice given to the Queen (this is exactly what they did, as I explain below) on 
the basis of legal professional privilege (that is, that legal advice given by a lawyer to a client 
is confidential). Since they had no good legal arguments to counter mine (as put forward in 
my petition), it became necessary not to disclose those non-reasons. You will note 
throughout all these various processes, there has been no attempt to actually counter the 
arguments in my petition point by point. The reason for this is obvious. When, for instance, I 
cite an institutional writer like Sir George Mackenzie, who is regarded as authoritative in 
Scottish courts of law, to the effect that feudal barons (my emphasis): 'were members of 
Parliament with us, as such, and never lost that privilege ', it is rather difficult (that is, 
impossible) to argue that they did lose that privilege. Institutional writers can be wrong, of 


166 The Sovereign undoubtedly uses the Royal Prerogative when terminating an abeyance 
because the abeyance can be terminated in favour of any of the co-heirs, none of whom 
have a right to the title, but, apart from that situation, a peerage claim is a claim of right, so 
there is no choice in the matter. Either the claimant is a peer by law or he isn't, and if he is a 
peer by law there is no prerogative not to recognize that legal right. I believe that the 
practice of the House of Lords making a recommendation to the Sovereign has evolved over 
time, but it is an incorrect practice. The Committee for Privileges sits as a court of law and 
courts of law do not make recommendations, they make determinations - according to law. 
John Riddell, in his Inquiry into the Law and Practice in Scottish Peerages (Thomas Clark, 
Edinburgh; 1842; Vol. I; p. x) says: '[...] as late as 1835, Lord Brougham [Lord Chancellor 
1830-1834], in the Polwarth claim, forcibly impressed that, "we", the Committee for 
Privileges, "are sitting in a Scottish court, as a Court of Appeal" [...].' 
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course, and I don't hesitate to prove them wrong where necessary, but, by Heaven, you 
better have absolutely incontrovertible proof to prove them so. 


On top of all this, my petition was not addressed to the Queen, it was addressed to the 
House of Lords, because, when I initially drafted it, I believed that it would be referred to the 
House of Lords. On 18/1/2018 I wrote to the Crown Office to ask them whether I needed to 
change this and, in an E-Mail dated 30/1/2018 they said I didn't. 

So, the Crown Office took a petition which was not addressed to the Queen and which they 
did not need to refer to the Queen, and put it before the Queen with the advice to do 
nothing about it, or so they say. Hmmm. I guess that the point is that, given that the various 
authorities I have cited above (Atkin's, Debrett's, Palmer, Lord Keith of Kinkel), make it clear 
that where there is any doubt about a petition, it must be referred to the House of Lords, 
and the fact that, according to Halsbury (cited above), I have a clear legitimate expectation 
(enforceable in law) that my petition should be so referred. Even if no authority said that 
such a petition must or should be referred to the House of Lords, the legitimate expectation 
creates an enforceable legal right that it should be so referred. The only way to try and get 
round this was to get the Queen to put the kybosh on my petition - which is exactly what 
they did. Whether the Queen would approve of being used to enable Ministers like the Lord 
Chancellor or officials to avoid doing their clear legal duty is another matter. I would say not. 

Application for a judicial review in the Court of Session 

The outcome of all this was that I applied to the Court of Session in Edinburgh for a judicial 
review of the legality of the advice given by the Advocate General to the Queen which 
resulted in the Royal Prerogative being used to deny me my fundamental constitutional right 
of access to a court of law for the determination of my legal rights. My position was that the 
giving of the advice not to refer my petition to the House of Lords constituted the decision 
not to refer my petition to the House of Lords, because the Queen had no option but to take 
that advice. In short, if the Queen did not make the decision, then the Advocate General 
must have done and the only decision he made was to give the advice. This means that 
giving the advice constitutes the making of the decision or putting the decision into effect. 
Bear in mind that a judicial review is a review of a decision, so the very fact that a person 
applies for permission to proceed with a judicial review necessarily means that he is asking 
the court to review a decision. Pretty simple really. 

It is to be noted, in this context, that it is well-established that the exercise of the Royal 
Prerogative is subject to judicial review where (1) it relates to individual rights or (2) 
legitimate expectations. 167 Both of these apply in my case because (1) my application relates 
to my fundamental constitutional right of access to a court of law, and (2) I have a legitimate 
expectation that my petition will be referred to the appropriate court (the House of Lords) 


167 Conrad Black v. The Advisory Council for The Order of Canada 2012 FC 1234 at 49: ' The 
exercise of a prerogative power may thus qualify for judicial review where it affects either an 
individual's rights or an individual's legitimate expectations.' See also Council of Civil Service 
Unions v. Minister for the Civil Service [1984] UKHL 9 per Lord Roskill. 
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on the basis that, as per Halsbury (above), peerage claims where there is any doubt have 
been uniformly referred to the House of Lords for several hundred years. 

The Advocate General resisted my application on the basis: 

1. That an exercise of the Royal Prerogative in relation to a grant of a title is not 
justiciable. 

a. This is quite correct, except, of course, that we are not dealing with a grant of 
a title (that is, creating a new title, which is entirely discretionary) but the 
recognition of the rights attached to an existing title; that is, a title which 
already belongs to me. So, this is an outright lie; a senior Minister of the 
Crown (the Advocate General) is lying to Scotland's highest court, the Court of 
Session. 

2. That I was seeking a judicial review of legal advice given to the Queen and such 
advice is subject to legal professional privilege and, as such, not justiciable. 

a. Even if this is true, the privilege belongs to the 'client' (the Queen) not to the 
person who gives the advice (the Advocate General). In short, the privilege is 
not the Advocate's General's to assert. If he wishes to assert privilege, he 
must get the Queen to do so. 

b. Also, legal professional privilege only applies in a client/lawyer relationship. In 
this context, note that the Wikipedia article on legal professional privilege 
says: 'It is necessary that the solicitor or barrister be consulted professionally 
and not in any other capacity. 1168 The Advocate General advised the Queen in 
his capacity of Minister of the Crown, not as a barrister/advocate, so it seems 
to be clear that legal professional privilege does not apply in this situation in 
any event. Put it this way, if Boris Johnson, British Prime Minister, was a 
lawyer, would his recent advice to the Queen to prorogue Parliament have 

been immune from judicial review? 

c. In Three Rivers District Council & Ors v. Bank of England [2004] UKHL 48, it 
was said at 38 (my emphasis): 7 would venture to draw attention to Taylor U's 
reference to "the relevant legal context”. That there must be a "relevant legal 
context" in order for the advice to attract legal professional privilege should 
not be in doubt. Taylor U said at p 331 that -"... to extend privilege without 
limit to all solicitor and client communication upon matters within the 
ordinary business of a solicitor and referable to that relationship [would be] 
too wide." This remark is, in my respectful opinion, plainly correct. If a solicitor 
becomes the client's "man of business", and some solicitors do, responsible for 
advising the client on all matters of business, including investment policy, 
finance policy and other business matters, the advice may lack a relevant legal 
context. There is, in my opinion, no way of avoiding difficulty in deciding in 
marginal cases whether the seeking of advice from or the giving of advice by 
lawyers does or does not take place in a relevant legal context so as to attract 
legal advice privilege. In cases of doubt the judge called upon to make the 


168 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Legal professional privilege in England and Wales . 
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decision should ask whether the advice relates to the rights, liabilities, 
obligations or remedies of the client either under private low or under public 
law. If it does not, then, in my opinion, legal advice privilege would not apply. 

If it does so relate then, in my opinion, the judge should ask himself whether 
the communication falls within the policy underlying the justification for legal 
advice privilege in our law. Is the occasion on which the communication takes 
place and is the purpose for which it takes place such as to make it reasonable 
to expect the privilege to apply? The criterion must, in my opinion, be an 
objective one.' So the question is whether the advice related to the rights, 
liabilities, obligations or remedies of the client either under private law or 
under public law. Who is the client in this case? Well, it is clearly the Queen. 
Whose rights was the Advocate General advising the Queen about? Mine. The 
Advocate General advised the Queen that I do not have a peerage (peerage 
rights) and have no right to have my claim determined in a court of law (the 
House of Lords). It is my lack of such a right that led the Queen not to take 
any action in respect of my peerage claim. In other words, her duty to refer 
my claim to the House of Lords is dependent on my right to have my claim 
referred to the House of Lords. Since her duty follows (is dependent upon) my 
right, it is my right that the Advocate General must give advice about. See also 
Prudential pic & Anor, R (on the application of) v. Special Commissioner of 
Income Tax & Anor [2013] UKSC 1 at 19 (my emphasis): 'In summary terms, as 
is common ground on this appeal, LAP applies to all communications passing 
between a client and its lawyers, acting in their professional capacity, in 
connection with the provision of legal advice, he. advice which "relates to the 
rights, liabilities, obligations or remedies of the client either under private law 
or under public law " - Three Rivers (No 6), [2005] 1 AC 610, para 38, per Lord 
Scott.' The question of whether the advice falls within the policy underlying 
the privilege is dealt with in the next paragraph. The answer is 'No' because 
the advice is always public. 

d. When a peerage claim is referred to the House of Lords, the report of the 
Attorney-General/Advocate General goes with it and forms the basis of the 
case for the Crown. As the case for (legal argument of) one party in legal 
proceedings it is disclosable to the other party. It must be, otherwise the 
petitioner would have to argue against arguments that he is not allowed to 
see. Historically, if the proceedings of a peerage claim are published, the 
report is published as part of the proceedings. In other words, historically, the 
report has been treated as a public document and it is therefore nonsensical 
to try and claim legal professional privilege in respect of it. This fact, 
combined with the fact that, to my knowledge, it has not been necessary for 
the Sovereign to waive legal professional privilege in order for the report to 
be disclosed to the petitioner or his agents, proves conclusively that such 
reports were not considered to attract legal professional privilege in the past - 
and if they didn't then, they don't now. You will note that Atkin's 
Encyclopedia of Court Forms in Civil Proceedings says that once the report of 
the Attorney-General/Advocate General has been obtained 'the Crown then 
refers the petition, accompanied by the Report of the Attorney-General or 
Lord Advocate [now the Advocate General] to the House of Lords and the 
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House refers it to the Committee for Privileges.' It doesn't say if the Sovereign 
waives legal professional privilege the report will be sent to the House of 
Lords, it says the report will always be sent to the House of Lords. This 
statement can only have been made with that level of certainty if there was 
no legal professional privilege to waive in the first place. In Three Rivers 
District Council & Ors v. Bank of England [2004] UKHL 48, it was said at 24 (my 
emphasis): 'Unless the communication or document for which privilege is 
sought is a confidential one, there can be no question of legal advice privilege 
arising.' 

e. You cannot separate the legal element of advice from the factual element of 
advice since advice is always to respond in some way to a given factual 
situation taking into account the legal context. In other words, a person is 
advised to do what is right/proper/most advantageous/quickest/most 
efficient/cheapest, or whatever their objective is, given the legal 
context/restrictions. No advisor simply advises that the law says x, they 
always say 'You should do y given that the law says x' or 'You could do y or z 
given that the law says x'. The legal context is implied even if it not stated. For 
instance, the advice 'You should walk to the top of that hill' implies a legal 
right to do that thing, because if there was no legal right to walk to the top of 
the hill, the advice would be different. If the legal context is not known then 
the advice might be 'You should walk to the top of that hill, but it might be 
private property; that is, you might have no legal right to walk to the top of 
the hill.' Similarly, the advice 'You should go and collect little Johnnie from 
school' implies a legal right to do that thing, as in 'You have a legal right 
because you are little Johnnie's father.' In other words, if legal advice is 
privileged then it is difficult to see how all advice is not privileged since all 
advice contains a legal element, whether it is express or implied. If legal 
advice is privileged and all advice contains a legal element, this would mean 
that an official or official body could escape scrutiny of anything he or it does. 
In other words, if advice given to the Queen is non-justiciable because of legal 
professional privilege (it contains a legal element), every decision of every 
official or official body must also be non-justiciable on the basis that a 
decision to do anything has a legal element to it and which cannot be 
separated from the decision. 

f. Even though my application included a heading saying that I was applying for 
a judicial review of legal advice given to the Queen, it was clear from the body 
of my application that I was applying for a judicial review of the decision to 
use the Royal Prerogative to deny me access to a court of law for the 
determination of my legal rights, whoever that decision was taken by (The 
Queen or the Advocate General). That decision was given effect in the form of 
advice to the Queen, so it appeared to me that, to all intents and purposes, 
the giving of the advice was the decision. The Advocate General homed in on 
the legal advice aspect because he saw it as a procedural method of defeating 
my application. In other words, he could stop the merits of my application 
from even being considered by defeating me on procedural grounds (they 
always try to avoid arguing the case on its merits if they can). So, the issue of 
legal professional privilege is a red herring. An application for judicial review 
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must relate to a decision. The only decision made was the one made by the 
Advocate General to the effect that I am not a peer, or entitled to any of the 
other rights claimed in my petition, and to advise the Queen not to do 
anything about my petition. But since the Queen did not make any decision, 
being obliged to follow the Advocate General's advice, the decision to give 
the advice to the Queen must also be the decision to use the Royal 
Prerogative to deny me access to a court of law. Look at it this way. I have 
been denied access to a court of law. Someone must have made a decision to 
deny me access to a court of law. The only person who can have done so is 
the Advocate General. 

g. In any event, the issue remains of whetherthe subject of a document is 

governed by its heading or its contents. Since a heading is never more than an 
indication of the contents (a heading is there to indicate broadly what the 
content is), it must be the content itself that matters. In the case of Acts of 
Parliament, a heading can be taken as guidance on what the content is about, 
but it is the words of the Act itself (the actual provisions in the sections and 
sub-sections) that matter. The words in the body of the document rule, not 
the heading; that is, a general intention derived from the title cannot overrule 
a clear statement to the contrary in the text of the Act. 169 After all, if you had 
a heading in a document which said 'A recipe for making chicken curry' but 
the actual contents described a trip to London zoo, you would say: 'Oh, this is 
about a trip to London zoo, not about how to make chicken curry.' The 
Advocate General is doing the equivalent of arguing that the contents are 
about making chicken curry even if there is absolutely no mention of 
chickens, curry or cooking. Case closed I think. 


169 Bennion, FAR; Statute Law; Longman; 1990; ISBN 0 85121 580 71; Part II; p. 128 says (my 
emphasis): 'A heading within an Act, whether contained in the body of the Act or a Schedule, 
is part of the Act. It may be considered in construing any provision of the Act, provided due 
account is taken of the fact that its function is merely to serve as a brief, and therefore often 
inaccurate, guide to the material to which it is attached. In accordance with the informed 
interpretation rule modern judges consider it not only their right but their duty to take 
account of headings (eg Dixon v. British Broadcasting Corpn [1979] QB 546; Customs and 
Excise Commrs v. Mechanical Services (Trailer Engineers) Ltd [1979] 1 WLR 305; Lloyds Bank 
Ltd v. Secretary of State for Employment [1979] 1 WLR 498; Re Phelps (deed) [1980] Ch 275). 
Where a heading differs from the material it describes, this puts the court on enquiry. 
However it is most unlikely to be right to allow the plain literal meaning of the words to be 
overridden purely by reason of a heading (Fitzgerald v. Hall Russell & Co Ltd [1970] AC 984, 
1000; Pilkington Bros Ltd v. IRC [1982] 1 WLR 136, 145). However where general words are 
preceded by a heading indicating a narrower scope it has been held to be legitimate to treat 
the general words as cut down by the heading (Inglis v. Robertson and Baxter [1898] AC 
616).'( 1990-002-082-statute-law-pt2.pdf) 
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h. Further, advice is not privileged if given with the intention of committing a 
crime, such as fraud. 170 Now, fraud is generally defined as making a false 
representation with the intention of making a gain or causing a loss (or 
putting someone at a risk of loss or not getting something one might 
otherwise gain), but it includes a false statement made recklessly for the 
purpose of achieving any practical result. See Derry v. Peek [1889] UKHL 1 
where it was said: 'Fraud is proved when it is shown that a false 
representation has been made knowingly or without belief in its truth or 
recklessly; careless whether it is true or not.' See also Adcock (Edward) v. 
Archibald [1925] ScotHC HCJ_1 per Lord Justice-General (Clyde): 'It is, 
however, a mistake to suppose that to the commission of a fraud it is 
necessary to prove an actual gain by the accused, or an actual loss on the part 
of the person alleged to be defrauded. Any definite practical result achieved 
by the fraud is enough.' First question. Has the Advocate General made a 
statement which put me at a risk of loss, caused me an actual loss or caused 
me not to gain something I would otherwise have gained or achieved a 
practical result (such as terminating my claim)? Well, the Advocate General's 
advice has certainly prevented recognition of my peerage and put me at risk 
losing (or not gaining) recognition of my peerage and any associated rights, 
and the Advocate General gave the advice knowing of that risk, and we can 
reasonably infer that he intended the natural consequences of his actions, so 
we have that element (a statement made with the intention of causing me an 
actual loss, a risk of loss or risk of not gaining something I might otherwise 
gain). In short, my claim has been blocked and he intended that consequence, 
knowing that it put me at risk of loss or of causing me an actual loss or which 
prevented me from gaining something which I might otherwise gain or 
achieved a practical result. Second question. Did the Advocate General make 
a false statement, either intentionally or recklessly, which gave rise to that 
risk of loss or actual loss or risk of not gaining something I might otherwise 
have gained or achieved a practical result? Well, for instance, in his answers 
to my petition the Advocate General repeated the Lord Lyon's unsupported 
assertion that Scottish feudal barons have never been peers and it is clear 
that this must have been central to the advice he gave to the Queen. But he 
has read my petition, so he was certainly aware that Scottish feudal barons 
were the original peers (nobles who had the right to sit and vote in 
Parliament as such) or, at the very least, that there are authoritative sources 
which support that contention. He is also aware that there are authoritative 
sources which say that they never lost that right and so must have been peers 
at the time of the Union, at which time they became peers of Great Britain 
under the terms of the Treaty of Union. He was also aware that there are four 
feudal baronies currently on the Roll of the Peerage. If the Advocate General 


170 Three Rivers District Council & Ors v. Bank of England [2004] UKHL 48 at 103. Also 
Prudential pic & Anor, R (on the application of) v. Special Commissioner of Income Tax & 
Anor [2013] UKSC 1 at 120. 
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repeated the Lord Lyon's statement, which I have shown is false, knowing 
that it could be false (in fact, knowing that there was, at least, strong prima 
facie evidence that it was false), but took no steps to prove the matter either 
way, has he not recklessly made a false statement (he was careless about 
whether the statement was true or not as per Derry v. Peek above) which has 
put me at a risk of loss or caused me an actual loss or prevented me from 
gaining something that I might otherwise gain or achieved a practical result? 
The long and short of the matter is that the Advocate General based his 
advice to H M The Queen on unsupported assertions which he either knew 
were untrue or knew were almost certainly or likely to be untrue, but he took 
no steps to prove the matter either way. Has he therefore not committed 
fraud and is not the effect of that fraud to eliminate any legal professional 
privilege which would otherwise attach to his advice? 
i. One further point, the Advocate General claims that his advice to the Queen 
is subject to legal professional privilege. But he has already revealed what he 
advised the Queen to do, although we do not know the basis of (reasons for) 
that advice. I was not told that the Queen had decided to take no action with 
regard to my petition, I was told, in the letter to me of 4/12/2018 from the 
Clerk of the Crown in Chancery, that the Advocate General had advised the 
Queen to take no action. 171 But if the advocate General's advice to the Queen 
is subject to legal professional privilege, did the Advocate General not breach 
that legal professional privilege in telling me (via the Clerk of the Crown in 
Chancery) what his advice to the Queen was? Legal professional privilege 
attaches to advice, not only to the reasons for giving the advice. 

3. The Advocate General asserted that there is no tri-partite relationship (para. 3). 

a. This argument is based on the case of West v. Secretary of State for Scotland 
[1992] SC 33, where it was said that judicial review is only available where 
there is a tri-partite relationship, as opposed to a two-party relationship like a 
contract; that is, where you have (1) a party A who/which delegates power to 
party B, (2) the party B who/which exercises that power (makes a decision) in 
relation to another party C, and (3) that other party C. The Advocate General 
argued that, in this case, he was simply advising the Queen and that he made 
no decision, so he was not exercising a jurisdiction, power or authority. The 
problem with this is that the Queen is bound by constitutional convention to 
accept the advice of her Ministers. This means that she did not make the 
decision (this was also confirmed to me in a letter dated 6/2/2019 from the 
Queen's Assistant Private Secretary). Since he made the decision he had the 
power to make that decision (or is asserting that he had the power). That 
power must have been given to (delegated to) him by someone; namely, the 
government. So, we have party A and party B. The decision was made in 
relation to my peerage claim, so the Advocate General exercised the power in 


171 In his letter to me of 4/12/2018, the Clerk of the Crown in Chancery wrote: ' The Advocate 
General for Scotland has advised that nothing further should be done is respect of the 
present petition, and Her Majesty has accepted that advice.' 
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respect of a party C; that is, me. So we have a tri-partite relationship. Of 
course, where a Minister exercises the Royal Prerogative, that power has 
been delegated to him by the Crown, and he exercises that power in respect 
to other people, or can do, so, again, we have a tri-partite relationship. 

4. The Advocate General asserted that the Queen made the decision, not the Advocate 
General (para. 3). 

a. The Queen is bound by constitutional convention to accept the advice of her 
Ministers. This means that she did not make the decision (this was also 
confirmed to me in a letter dated 6/2/2019 from the Queen's Assistant 
Private Secretary). 

5. The Advocate General asserted that I was asking the court to review the merits of the 
advice he gave to the Queen (para. 3). 

a. I asked the court to review the use of the Royal Prerogative to deny me my 
right of access to a court of law, not to review the merits of the case which I 
intend to put to that court of law (my peerage claim). It would make no 
difference if I was claiming a legal right to sit on a whoopee cushion; what 
matters is that I am claiming a legal right. 

6. The Advocate General asserted that I do not have the right to have my peerage claim 
determined in a court of law, asserting that the Queen has a discretion in the matter 
(para. 4, 7, 9). 

a. As stated above, the Queen, or a person exercising the Royal Prerogative on 
her behalf, cannot act as a judge and has no discretion to deny something to a 
person who is legally entitled to that thing; in other words, she cannot 
determine a legal right. As explained I have a fundamental constitutional right 
to have my rights determined in a court of law. As already stated, I also have a 
right under Article 6 ECHR to have my civil rights and obligations determined 
by an independent and impartial tribunal (court) established by law. Magna 
Carta itself prevents the Crown from denying me access to justice (access to a 
court of law). 

7. The Advocate General asserted that a peerage petition could not deal with non¬ 
peerage rights (para. 8). 

a. The House of Lords has jurisdiction in relation to titles and offices of honour 
generally, not just peerages. For an example of the House of Lords hearing a 
claim to an office of honour, see William Cruise's A Treatise on the Origin and 
Nature of Dignities or Titles of Honour concerning the claim to the office of 
Lord Great Chamberlain. 172 The Lord Great Chamberlain has rights and duties 
which are distinct from peerage rights, and yet these rights fall within the 
jurisdiction of the House of Lords. For the coronation of King James I in 1603, 
Edward de Vere, Earl of Oxford, requested that he be allowed to perform the 
duties of the Lord Great Chamberlain: 'That is to say that the said Earl on the 
day of the said Coronation, on the morning before the King rises, ought to 
enter into the chamber where the King lies, and bring him his shirt, and 
stockings, and under-clothing. And that the said Earl and the Lord 


172 Joseph Butterworth & Son; London; 1823; p. 253. 
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Chomberloin for the time being together on that day ought to dress the King 
in all his apparel. And that he may take and have all his fees, profits, and 
advantages due to this office.... That is to say forty yards of crimson velvet 
for the said Earls robes for that day... then the Earl should have the bed 
where the King lay on the night before the Coronation, and all the apparel of 
the same, with the coverlet, curtains, pillows, and the hangings of the room, 
with the King's nightgown, in which he was vested the night before the 
Coronation. He also asks as his ancestors from time immemorial served the 
noble progenitors of our Lord the King with water before and after eating the 
day of the Coronation, and had as their rights the basins and towels and a 
tasting cup ... as appears in the records of the Exchequer .' 173 1 don't think that 
bringing the King his underpants on the day of the coronation is a peerage 
duty. 

b. In Earl Cowley v. Countess Cowley [1901] App Cas 450 it was held that, as a 
peerage matter, the question of whether the divorced wife of an earl could 
use the title of 'countess' was outside the jurisdiction of the ordinary courts 
and it follows that any aspect of a peerage, including those not related to the 
question of a right to sit and vote in the House of Lords, is therefore outside 
the jurisdiction of the ordinary courts and solely within the jurisdiction of the 
House of Lords. So, any right derived from or parcel with a peerage, including 
a right enjoyed by some person other than the peer, such as a peer's ex-wife, 
is a peerage matter within the jurisdiction of the House of Lords. A peerage 
claim must include all the rights and privileges that are parcel with a peerage, 
such as the right to display a certain type of coronet in one's 'coat of arms' or 
the right of access to the Sovereign and such like. Different peerages carry 
different rights, but whatever the type of peerage, the rights parcel with it 
will form part of any peerage claim. How can they not do so? Because all the 
elements of a Scottish feudal barony are impartible (legally inseparable), all 
the rights parcel with the barony are parcel with the peerage and so must be 
included in (covered by) any peerage claim; that is, proving the right to the 
peerage proves the right to the things parcel with it . Conversely, proving the 
right to the barony proves the right to any things parcel with the barony, 
including the peerage. Since all these elements are impartible in law, it is 
meaningless to speak of claiming them separately. Claiming any one of them 
means claiming them all, since they cannot be claimed separately. 

8. The Advocate General asserted that rights of regality were abolished by the Heritable 
Jurisdictions Act 1747 (para. 8). 

a. As I have already explained above, the 1747 Act was null and void to the 
extent that it contravened the Treaty of Union. Further, the rights under 
Article 20 of the Treaty are protected by similar provisions in the Acts of 
Union, which, being constitutional Acts, are not subject to implied repeal. So, 


173 Purdy, Gilbert; Edward de l /ere was Shakespeare; at long last the proof; p. 285. Citing 
Oxford Authorship, Col. S. P. Dorn. James I (July 7, 1603) http://www.oxford- 
shakespeare.com/StatePapersl4/SP 14-2-76 ff 187-207.pdf . 
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even if the Heritable Jurisdictions Act 1747 could have abrogated regality 
rights, because it did not expressly (as opposed to impliedly) repeal Article 20 
of the Acts of Union, Article 20 in those Acts is still effective in law. 

b. Furthermore, the 1747 Act only abrogated jurisdictions; nothing else. This is 
proved by the uncontested claim of the Dukes of Argyll to the wreck of a ship 
of the Spanish Armada (San Juan de Sicilia) lying in Tobermory Bay, Mull, 
which is reported to have sunk carrying an estimated £30 million in gold at 
today's value. 174 As far as I am aware, the rights to this wreck can only arise 
from being a Lord of Regality or holding a similar office. Archibald Campbell, 
8th Earl of Argyll, reserved to himself and his heirs the office of Justiciar of 
Argyll and the Western Isles in 1628, on his resignation of the hereditary 
office of Justice-General of Scotland. 175 Even if the rights to the wreck derive 
from this office, rather than a regality, such offices (justiciaries) were also 
covered by s.l Heritable Jurisdictions Act 1747 (and the Duke of Argyll 
claimed for the loss of the Justiciary in 1747). In other words, the logic is that 
if non-jurisdictional rights derived from a justiciary survived the 1747 Act, 
then such rights derived from a regality also survived. No-one has contested 
the right of the Earls and Dukes of Argyll to the wreck in the 270 or so years 
since 1747. As Sir Crispin Agnew of Lochnaw, Senior Counsel, stated in his 
submissions to the Lord Lyon dated 16/10/2003: 'The compensation paid was 
for loss of the regality jurisdiction, not for the loss of the other nobiliary 
privileges of the Regality.' 

9. The Advocate General asserted that my peerage petition does not have a realistic 
prospect of success (para. 10, 30). 

a. The merits of my peerage claim are irrelevant. The only issue in the judicial 

review proceedings is the use of the Royal Prerogative to deny me access to 

a court of law for the determination of my rights - whatever those rights 

are. In any event, I would point out that the threshold for granting permission 
for judicial review differs between England and Scotland. In England it is 
whether on a quick perusal of the papers there might, on further 
examination, turn out to be an arguable case . In Scotland it is a realistic 
prospect of success, which is clearly a much higher threshold. This is unlawful 
under Article 4 of the Treaty of Union, which provides that there shall be a 
communication of all other rights (those not relating to trade or navigation) 
between the subjects of both kingdoms, unless expressly provided otherwise 
in the Treaty. 176 So, if a person in England has a certain right then a person in 
Scotland must enjoy the same right. 


174 https://canmore.org.uk/site/22320/san-iuan-de-sicilia-tobermory-bav-sound-of-mull . 

175 Scots Peerage; Vol. I; p. 351. 

176 Article 4 of the Treaty of Union says (my emphasis): 'That all the Subjects of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain shall from and after the Union have full freedom and Intercourse of 
Trade and Navigation to and from any port or place within the said United Kingdom and the 
Dominions and Plantations thereunto belonging And that there be a Communication of all 
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10. The Advocate General asserted that the Abolition of Feudal Tenures etc. (Scotland) 
Act 2000 had abolished feudalism in Scotland (para. 10). 

a. The Abolition of Feudal Tenure etc. (Scotland) Act 2000 did not abolish feudal 
tenures because the Act is void as contrary to the Scotland Act 1998 to the 
extent that it purports to abolish baronial jurisdiction and detach baronies 
from the land, because feudal baronies (and the jurisdiction is the barony - 
they are one and the same thing) are dignities created by Crown Charter (a 
grant from the Crown) and, as such, are a reserved matter beyond the 
legislative competence of the Scottish Parliament (Sch. 5, Scotland Act 1998) 
and that, accordingly, any Act of the Scottish Parliament in respect of them 7s 
not law' as per s.29 Scotland Act 1998. 

b. In this context, see Lord Clyde in Spencer-Thomas of Buquhollie v. Newell 
(1992 SLT 973) (my emphasis): 'Before going further I should say something 
about the nature of a barony in Scots law. A barony is an estate of land 
created by a direct grant from the Crown. The original grant is said to have 
erected the lands into a libera baronia, a freehold barony (Bell's Principles, 
s.750). The right can be conferred only by the Crown and cannot be 
transmitted by the baron to be held base of himself (Bell's Dictionary (7th ed.), 
p. 99; Bankton's Institute, II.Hi.83). In feudal classification, a barony falls into 
the class of noble as opposed to ignoble feus. That classification is discussed 
by Craig (Jus Feudale, l.x.16) and Bankton (ll.iii.83).' 

c. With respect to what qualifies as a 'dignity', see Bankton (ll.iii.84), Erskine 
(Institutes ; ll.iii.46). Stair (Institutions; ll.iii.45) and George Joseph Bell 
(Principles; 10th Ed.; para. 750). The Oxford Companion to Law defines 
'dignity' as 'the right to bear a title of honour or of nobility' . Lord St. Leonards, 
in the Berkeley Peerage Case of 1861, described the feudal Barony of Berkeley 
as a 'title of honour'. So, we have a feudal dignity being described by a Law 
Lord as a 'title of honour', which the Oxford Companion to Law tells us is a 
'dignity'. So, we have it on the highest authority that an English feudal barony 
is a 'dignity' and it follows that a Scottish feudal barony (which is, in essence, 
of the same nature, but which retained its privileges until a much later date) 

is also a 'dignity'. 'What is DIGNITY? In English law. An honor; a title, station, 
or distinction of honor. Dignities are a species of incorporeal hereditaments, in 
which a person may have a property or estate. 2 Bl. Comm. 37; 1 Bl. Comm. 
396; 1 Crabb, Real Prop. 468, etseq.' 177 

d. Further, Acts of the Scottish Parliament are not law to the extent that they 
contravene EU law or infringe upon rights protected by the European 
Convention on Human Rights (s.29(d) Scotland Act 1998) and the Abolition of 
Feudal Tenure etc. (Scotland) Act 2000 abrogated certain property rights of 


other Rights Privileges and Advantages which do or may belong to the Subjects of either 

Kingdom except where it is otherwise expressly agreed in these Articles .' 

177 The Law Dictionary under 'Dignity'; http://thelawdictionary.org/dignity/; accessed 
15/6/2016. 
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feudal barons without compensation and in a manner that was neither 
proportionate nor necessary in a democratic society. In 1747 compensation 
was paid for the loss of jurisdictional rights. In 2000, not a penny was paid. 

e. The s.63 of the Act is also void as contrary to primary legislation; Article 20 of 
the Acts of Union, which protects heritable jurisdictions. 

f. s. 63 of the Act is also void as contrary to Article 20 of the Treaty of Union. 

11. The Advocate General asserted that the Act of the Scottish Parliament of 1503 did 
not make my barony a peerage (para. 12). 

a. This is just an assertion without any reasoning behind it. It is therefore 

meaningless as an argument. A peerage is defined as a title which carries the 
right (and duty) to sit and vote in parliament as a noble, or to be elected to do 
so, and the Act of 1503 imposed this duty on feudal barons holding more than 
100 merklands. Stair, an institutional writer, confirms that such barons 
became greater barons under that Act; that is, part of that group which 
consists of those who hold peerages created by letters patent. It follows that 
any feudal baron holding more than 100 merklands in 1503 became a peer by 
statute. How can the fact that my barony became a peerage by a statute of 
1503 not help my case that I am a peer? 

12. The Advocate General asserted that the Act of Union 1707 did not give feudal barons 
a right to sit and vote in the House of Lords (para. 12, 15). 

a. This is just an assertion without any reasoning behind it. It is therefore 

meaningless as an argument. The logic is simple. The Treaty of Union and Acts 
of Union made the peers of Scotland into peers of Great Britain. A peer was a 
person who had a title which carried the right to sit and vote in Parliament as 
a noble (which, in England, meant a right to sit and vote in the House of 
Lords). The feudal barons of Scotland had the right to sit and vote in the Scots 
Parliament as nobles in 1707. They were therefore peers of Scotland in 1707 
and, as such, became peers of Great Britain under the Treaty of Union and the 
Acts of Union. 

13. The Advocate General asserted that there is no such thing as a right to a peerage 
(para. 17). 

a. What the poor goof means here is that there is no right to be granted a 
peerage. Correct, but totally irrelevant. I am not petitioning to be granted a 
peerage but to have a title which I already hold recognised as a peerage. If a 
title is a peerage then the holder of that title is legally entitled to be 
recognised as a peer, and no-one, not even the Queen, can deny him that 
right. 

14. The Advocate General asserted that the House of Lords, in considering a peerage 
claim, does not sit as a court of law (para. 19). 

a. This is nonsense. When the Committee for Privileges considers a peerage 
claim, the Committee must include three Law Lords under Rule 77 of the 
Standing Orders of the House of Lords, and these are the only ones who give 
their opinions on the claim. They are only there to act as judges (that is, to act 
in a judicial capacity) and when you have a body of judges which considers a 
legal claim and determines that claim according to law, the process is a 
judicial process and the forum is a court of law. 
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b. John Riddell, in his Inquiry into the Low and Practice in Scottish Peerages 
(Thomas Clark; Edinburgh; 1842; Vol. I; p. x) says: '[...] as late as 1835, Lord 
Brougham [Lord Chancellor 1830-1834], in the Pol worth claim, forcibly 
impressed that, "we", the Committee for Privileges, "are sitting in a Scottish 
court, as a Court of Appeal" [...]/ 

15. The Advocate General asserted that a peerage claim does not engage Article 6 ECHR 
(Right to a fair trial) (para. 21). 

a. The European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR) has ruled that a right to sit and 
vote in the House of Lords is not a civil right which engages Article 6, 178 but a 
hereditary peerage no longer carries that right under the House of Lords Act 
1999. In any event, my petition claims numerous other rights which are 
independent of any right to sit and vote in the House of Lords, such as, as a 
Lord of Regality, rights in the soil (as currently enjoyed in Cornwall by the 
Prince of Wales as Duke of Cornwall). It follows that Article 6 ECHR applies to 
my petition, which means that I have a right under ECHR to have my petition 
determined by a court of law. 

16. The Advocate General asserted that peerage issues are non-justiciable in the ordinary 
courts (para. 23, 25, 28). 

a. The issue before the court is not my peerage claim but my right to have my 
peerage claim determined by a court of law, or, rather, whether the Royal 
Prerogative can be used to deny me my right to have my rights determined in 
a court of law. I am not asking the court to which I applied for permission to 
proceed with an application for a judicial review to rule upon my peerage 
claim. 

b. Peerage issues are non-justiciable in the ordinary courts. So which court are 
they justiciable in? And do I not have a right of access to that court for the 
determination of a peerage issue? If not, do we have a court which no-one 
has a right of access to? 

17. The Advocate General questioned whether Magna Carta applies in Scotland (para. 

23). 

a. Article 4 of the Treaty of Union says (my emphasis): 'That all the Subjects of 
the United Kingdom of Great Britain shall from and after the Union have full 
freedom and Intercourse of Trade and Navigation to and from any port or 
place within the said United Kingdom and the Dominions and Plantations 
thereunto belonging And that there be a Communication of all other Rights 
Privileges and Advantages which do or may belong to the Subjects of either 
Kingdom except where it is otherwise expressly agreed in these Articles .' This 


178 X v. United Kingdom (Application No 8208/78) - 'It is of the opinion that such a right, 
connected as it is to the composition of part of the legislature, falls into the sphere of public 
law rights outside the scope of Article 6. Insofar as the participation in the work of the House 
of Lords involves an obligation, the Commission considers that mutatis mutandis the same 
reasoning applies.' 
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means that the rights of subjects of England under Magna Carta are also 
enjoyed by the subjects of Scotland. Basic stuff. 

There was a hearing in the Court of Session in Edinburgh on 22/5/2019. The judge. Lord 
Clark, refused me permission to proceed. The relevant part of his judgment 179 was as 
follows: 

'[13] The petition was expressly described in the instance as being for "Judicial review of legal 
advice given to HM The Queen by the Advocate General..." The respondent is the provider of 
that legal advice. The fact that the challenge concerns the advice tendered by the Advocate 
General is also made clear in the averments in the petition, for example in statements 4, 27 
and 35. I concluded that there were two fundamental problems with the petition in the 
present case. Firstly, the Advocate General did not make the decision which the petitioner 
seeks to challenge. No proper basis in fact or law was presented for the petitioner's 
contention that the legal advice tendered by the Advocate General was not actually legal 
advice but rather constituted the decision itself. That was simply an assertion made by the 
petitioner. The circumstances presented to the court indicated to the contrary, that the 
decision was made by Her Majesty the Queen. Secondly, the Advocate General did not have 
committed to him, and did not exercise, any jurisdiction, power or authority in respect of the 
petitioner's application for a peerage. He simply supplied legal advice to Her Majesty the 


179 Actually, the document is not a judgment; it is titled 'Note by Lord Clark'. Also, there is no 
citation number (the formal reference used to identify cases to the outside world, which is 
different from the court's internal reference number, which is P261/19 in my case). The 
actual 'judgment'/interlocutor/order simply said 'The Lord Ordinary, having heard the 
petitioner personally and counsel for the respondent at the oral hearing in terms of Rule of 
Court 58.7, for the reasons given to parties in court, refuses permission for the petition to 
proceed; refuses the respondent's motion made at the bar to find the petitioner liable to the 
respondent in the expenses of process.' I have to admit I am very suspicious about all this. 
Lord Clark only produced his note after I had appealed and at the request of the Advocate 
General. But judges are required by law to give proper reasons for their decisions and this is 
done in writing (judgments of the Outer House of the Court of Session can run to 30, 40, 50 
pages or more -1 got five lines). Failure to give proper reasons is grounds for appeal in itself. 

I asked for a proper judgment (that is, with reasons) in an E-Mail dated 23/5/2019 and 
pointed out the judge's legal duty to give proper reasons for his decision, but my request 
was ignored (literally, no response). It was only when the other side asked for a 'judgment' 
(proper reasons) that the judge produced his 'note'. This conduct appears to me to show 
that the Court of Session is actually running two parallel judicial systems; the normal one 
which everyone knows about and another system where judgments (and reasons) are not 
written down and are not called judgments even if they are. The lack of a citation number is 
a give-away to me. It indicates to me that my case doesn't officially exist at all (to the 
outside world). Why? Because they plainly denied me justice and acted unlawfully in doing 
so and they do not want that fact to get out. If you have a better explanation, feel free to 
provide it. My explanation is, as far as I can see, the only one which makes sense of the facts. 
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Queen. I concluded that this was not a matter that this court could competently review under 
its supervisory jurisdiction. I therefore decided to refuse permission to proceed. 

[14] I accepted that legal advice given by the Advocate General to Her Majesty the Queen 
would fall within the scope of legal advice privilege. I also concluded that while the petitioner 
is correct that the privilege is that of the client (Her Majesty the Queen) the person who gave 
the legal advice has a duty not to disclose the information and hence waive the privilege 
without the express instructions of the client.' 

The main conclusion in paragraph 13 is that the Queen made the decision to decline to refer 
my petition (peerage claim) to the House of Lords. If this is incorrect then his whole 
judgment falls to the ground. This is because if the Advocate General made the decision then 
what he communicated to the Queen was not advice to enable her to make a decision but a 
decision he had already made himself. 

Well, it is a well-known fact, certainly in legal circles, possibly the best-known fact about the 
Queen's constitutional position, that the Queen acts on the advice of her Ministers; that is, 
she in constitutionally bound to do what her Ministers advise her to do. While it is 
theoretically possible for the Queen to act against that advice in an extreme situation, this is 
unthinkable in normal circumstances. You cannot argue that the Queen is free to make a 
decision herself in normal circumstances based what she has a theoretical right to do in 
extreme circumstances; the two situations (normal and extreme) are simply not comparable. 
This would be like arguing that because I can legally destroy my neighbour's house to 
prevent a threat to life, that I can burn it down whenever I feel like it. This is not an 
argument that a court would be inclined to accept. 

For instance, the Queen has a theoretical power to refuse to give the Royal Assent to an Act 
of Parliament. This power was last used in 1708, some 300 years ago. She also has a 
theoretical power to refuse to act on the advice of the Prime Minister to prorogue 
Parliament or to prorogue Parliament against or in the absence of his advice not to do so. If 
we follow the Advocate General's logic then it was the Queen, and not Boris Johnson, who 
decided to prorogue Parliament recently (September 2019), which would mean that the 
Supreme Court overruled the Queen and not Boris Johnson when it ruled that the 
prorogation was unlawful. This is nonsensical; the Supreme Court was very clear that it was 
Boris Johnson who prorogued Parliament, which means that even though his act was 
described as giving advice, he was, in fact, communicating his decision to the Queen, not 
giving her an option to act against his advice. 
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If there is any doubt about this, I would merely refer you to the letter to me dated 6/2/2019 
from the Queen's Assistant Private Secretary: 



6th February, 2019. 


jzn- f\r. 


Thank you for your letter of 19 th January concerning your 
petition on the Barony of Mordington. As you know, in 2018 your 
petition was referred to the Advocate General for Scotland who 
advised that no further action should be taken. 

I must inform you that The Queen is constitutionally bound to 
abide by the advice of Government on matters such as this. I am sorry 
to have to send you a disappointing response but I trust that this matter 
will now be considered closed. 



A#/V 


Matt Magee 

Assistant Private Secretary to The Queen 


Graham Senior-Milne, Esq. 


Note the deliberate refusal to address me by my proper legal name - Graham Senior-Milne, 
Baron of Mordington. I am neither a 'Mr.' or an 'Esq.' whether I want to be or not. As stated 
in The Clans, Septs and Regiments of the Scottish Highlands (7th Ed.; p. 411): 'It is rude, not 
"respectful", to address Clanranald as "Mr. Macdonald" or the Laird of Keir [a feudal baron] 
as "Mr. Stirling". Scots Heraldry (2nd Ed.; p. 209), the standard reference work, states that 'o 
Laird's wife is legally "the Lady Lour".' If the wife of a laird (barons are also lairds, but lairds 
are not necessarily barons) is a 'Lady' how can the laird himself be a 'Mr.' Even the Queen's 
staff are rude and ignorant these days it seems. 
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So, the Queen is constitutionally bound to abide by the advice of 'Government' (that is, her 
Ministers) in matters such as this. Clearly, then it cannot be said that she made the decision 
since to make a decision means having a choice and it follows that if you have no choice you 
do not make a decision. Can there be any doubt on this point? Only if you don't understand 
the plain meaning of basic words like 'decision' and 'choice'. Why am I having to explain the 
plain meaning of basic words? Because the Advocate General is prepared to twist the plain 
meaning of basic words to win the case. 

Lord Clark said: 'No proper basis in fact or law was presented for the petitioner's contention 
that the legal advice tendered by the Advocate General was not actually legal advice but 
rather constituted the decision itself That was simply an assertion made by the petitioner.' 

This is not true. Paragraph 9 of my petition states: 'That because H M The Queen is bound by 
constitutional convention to act in accordance with the advice of her ministers, the act of 
denying the petitioner access to justice was, in effect (and therefore de facto), an act of the 
relevant 'minister' (the Advocate General) rather than Her Majesty.' By 'the act of denying 
the petitioner' I mean 'the decision to deny the petitioner', so, in this paragraph I am saying 
that the decision to deny me access to justice was the decision of the Advocate General 
because the Queen is bound by constitutional convention to act in accordance with his 
advice. The 'basis in fact and law' was therefore constitutional convention. It is frankly 
unbelievable that a senior judge should be unaware of the fact that the Queen is bound by 
constitutional convention to act in accordance with the advice of her Ministers. 

During the hearing I clearly stated the well-known legal position (that by constitutional 
convention the Queen acts in accordance with the advice of her Ministers) and I specifically 
referred to the letter to me dated 6/2/2019 from the Queen's Assistant Private Secretary, 
which made this very point, in support of my contention that the Advocate General made 
the decision, not the Queen. I later asked the court if I could have a transcript of the relevant 
part of the hearing to prove this but was told that hearings are not recorded. 180 In England 
all hearings in the High Court (the equivalent of the Court of Session) are recorded 
automatically and there are standard forms and procedures for obtaining a transcript. 


180 A 2011 article on the A Diary of Justice & Injustice blog states: 'A party litigant who 
recently approached Diary of Injustice over the matter of the huge costs of court transcripts 
revealed he is facing a staggering bill for nearly nine thousand pounds to obtain transcripts 
of court hearings, a bill he cannot afford to pay. The litigant is not wealthy, has not been able 
to obtain legal representation, and does not have access to legal aid funding.' 
( https://petercherbi.blogspot.com/2011/01/court-transcripts-in-scotland.html) . This implies 
that transcripts are available. If they were not and the party had to apply for a hearing to be 
recorded and transcribed, then he would have had to have agreed to pay the cost up front. 
Since this evidently did not happen, he must have asked for a transcript of a recording which 
had been made without him having to ask for it in advance. 
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Chapter 36 of the Court of Session Rules 181 requires certain things to be recorded, so it 
follows that the courtrooms must have recording equipment (once installed it would be 
ridiculous to remove it). 

With regard to the issue of legal professional privilege, you will note that, as I have said 
above, Atkin's Encyclopedia of Court Forms in Civil Proceedings says that once the report of 
the Attorney-General/Advocate General has been obtained 'the Crown then refers the 
petition, accompanied by the Report of the Attorney-General or Lord Advocate [now the 
Advocate General] to the House of Lords and the House refers it to the Committee for 
Privileges.' It doesn't say that if the Sovereign waives legal professional privilege the report 
will be sent to the House of Lords, it says the report will be sent (meaning it will always be 
sent) to the House of Lords. This statement can only have been made with that level of 
certainty if there was no legal professional privilege to waive in the first place. It follows that 
the report does not attract legal professional privilege. The assertion that the report is 
covered by legal professional privilege is simply a device to prevent the Advocate General 
from having to reveal the 'advice' and thus open himself to attack on the basis that the 
'advice', which must be based on the Lord Lyon's letter (see above), is simply wrong (as he 
already knows, in fact, from my petition). 

Lord Clark's statement that 'the Advocate General did not have committed to him, and did 
not exercise, any jurisdiction, power or authority in respect of the petitioner's application for 
a peerage' falls to the ground once we have established that it was the Advocate General 
who made the decision because he can only have made a decision if he had the power or 
authority to do so. If he didn't have any authority to make the decision then he acted 
unlawfully in doing so. But whether he did it lawfully or unlawfully, we have established that 
it was he who made the decision and not the Queen. 

You will also note Lord Clark's reference to 'the petitioner's application for a peerage'. This is 
very worrying because I clearly did not apply for a peerage, I applied for recognition that a 
title I already hold is a peerage. The former involves granting a new legal right (the right of 
being a peer) and is a discretionary matter. The other involves recognition of an existing 
legal right; there is no grant of anything involved and no discretion exercised. Does the fact 
that Lord Clark used the phrase 'application for a peerage' mean that he fundamentally 
misunderstood the nature of this case? It certainly looks like it. No-one who properly 
understands the nature of this case would refer to an 'application for a peerage'. 

I have already dealt at length above with the question of whether the Advocate General's 
advice attracts legal professional privilege. Here I will only reiterate the fact that if this is the 
case then the Advocate General has breached that privilege because I have already been 
told what advice he gave to the Queen, though not the reasons for that advice. If the advice 
attracts legal professional privilege then the Advocate General has breached that privilege 
without the Queen's permission. Whoops. 


181 http://www.scotcourts.gov.uk/rules-and-practice/rules-of-court/court-of-session-rules . 
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As I have already stated above, the question (per Three Rivers District Council & Ors v. Bank 
of England [2004] UKHL 48) is whether the advice related to the rights, liabilities, obligations 
or remedies of the client either under private law or under public law. Who is the client in 
this case? Well, it is clearly the Queen. Whose rights was the Advocate General advising the 
Queen about? Mine. The Advocate General advised the Queen that I do not have a peerage 
(peerage rights) and have no right to have my claim determined in a court of law (the House 
of Lords). It is my lack of such a right that allows the Queen not to take any action in respect 
of my peerage claim. In other words, her duty to refer or not to refer my claim to the House 
of Lords is dependent on my right or lack of a right to have my claim referred to the House of 
Lords. Since her duty follows (is dependent upon) my right, it is my right that the Advocate 
General must give advice about. In summary, the Advocate General advised the Queen: 'The 
petitioners rights are x and y, therefore you should do z.' 

It is interesting (to say the least) to compare what happened in my case before the Court of 
Session and the proceedings in relation to Boris Johnson's prorogation of Parliament, which 
was held to be unlawful by both the Court of Session (Inner House) and the Supreme 
Court. 182 In essence, in both cases a Minister of the Crown advised the Queen on the 
exercise of the Royal Prerogative. In my case, it was held that the Queen made the decision 
and that the advice was not justiciable. In the case of Boris Johnson, there was no suggestion 
that the Queen made the decision 183 and it was never questioned whether the advice given 
by Boris Johnson was justiciable. 

Can a distinction be made on the basis that in my case the advice was legal advice but that in 
the case of Boris Johnson the advice was not legal advice? As I have already pointed out, any 
advice to do something must be given within the relevant legal context, since any advice to 
do something contains a necessary implication that the thing is lawful (unless, of course, we 
are talking about people planning to do something unlawful). This is supported by Three 
Rivers District Council & Ors v. Bank of England [2004] UKHL 48, where it was said at 59: 'In 
Balabel v. Air India [1988] Ch 317, 330 Taylor U reviewed the authorities and held that, for 
the purposes of legal advice privilege, "legal advice is not confined to telling the client the 
law; it must include advice as to what should prudently and sensibly be done in the relevant 
legal context. Also, legal advice can be given via another party. If a lawyer uses a non¬ 
lawyer to convey legal advice, that advice is surely still legal advice from the lawyer. 184 Boris 


182 R (on the application of Miller) (Appellant) v. The Prime Minister (Respondent) Cherry and 
others (Respondents) v. Advocate General for Scotland (Appellant) (Scotland) [2019] UKSC 
41. 

183 R (on the application of Miller) (Appellant) v. The Prime Minister (Respondent) Cherry and 
others (Respondents) v. Advocate General for Scotland (Appellant) (Scotland) [2019] UKSC 
41 at 30: 'It is not suggested in these appeals that Her Majesty was other than obliged by 
constitutional convention to accept that advice.' 

184 Prudential pic & Anor, R (on the application of) v. Special Commissioner of Income Tax & 
Anor [2013] UKSC 1 at 108: 'In Scotland, as in England and Wales, all the cases in which the 
privilege has been upheld appear to have concerned lawyers acting in a professional 
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Johnson obtained legal advice on the proposed prorogation of Parliament. 185 That advice 
was part of the legal context of the advice given to the Queen to prorogue Parliament and it 
is logically subject to the same legal privilege as the legal advice given to the Prime Minister. 
That legal advice was, in effect, given to the Queen even if not given to her directly, in the 
same way that the advice of Boris Johnson was given to the Queen by Boris Johnson even 
though it was actually given through the medium of three Privy Councillors. The lawyer was 
advising the Crown about the use of the Royal Prerogative and the concept of 'the Crown' 
includes both Boris Johnson and the Queen; in other words, the Crown includes both the 
Sovereign and his/her Ministers, one of which is the Prime Minister. Boris Johnson did not 
alter the legal advice in any way; he simply conveyed it to the Queen, either expressly or 
impliedly (saying 7 advise you to do this' means 7 advise you to do this on the basis that it is 
legal for you to do it'). 

Note, in this context, that in Three Rivers District Council & Ors v. Bank of England [2004] 
UKHL 48, it was said at 76: 'The Court of Appeal (Lord Phillips of Worth Matravers MR, 

Long more and Thomas LJJ) dismissed the Bank's appeal. In giving the judgment of the court, 
the Master of the Rolls commenced by defining legal advice, not as advice given by a lawyer 
but as "advice in relation to law".' It follows from this that legal advice can be given by a 
non-lawyer, but see Prudential pic & Anor, R (on the application of) v. Special Commissioner 
of Income Tax & Anor [2013] UKSC 1, where it was held that legal professional privilege did 
not extend to legal advice given by accountants. But, based on the previous paragraph, it 
doesn't matter either way; the advice given to the Queen was the advice of the lawyer 
consulted by Boris Johnson. 

The judgment in R (on the application of Miller) (Appellant) v. The Prime Minister 
(Respondent) Cherry and others (Respondents) v. Advocate General for Scotland (Appellant) 
(Scotland) [2019] UKSC 41 is relevant to my situation in another way as follows (references 
are references to paragraphs in the judgment): 

1. A prerogative power is not defined by statute (though it may be expressly or 
impliedly limited by statute) so it must be compatible with common law principles 
(para. 38). In other words, a statute does not say what can be done using the Royal 
Prerogative, but a statute might say what cannot be done using the Royal 
Prerogative. 

2. Such principles include those relating to the protection of individual rights (para. 40). 


capacity, clerks or assistants acting on their behalf, or other intermediaries to whom a 
communication had been made for transmission to or from such a person.' 

185 Memorandum dated 15th August 2019 from Nikki da Costa, Director of Legislative Affairs 
in the Prime Minister's Office, to the Prime Minister and copied to seven other people, 
including Sir Mark Sedwill, Cabinet Secretary, and Dominic Cummings, Special Adviser. Nikki 
da Costs is 'Senior Counsel at the Cicero Group' so I take it that she is legally qualified. Why 
was this legal advice to the Crown not subject to legal professional privilege? 
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3. Common law principles relating to the protection of individual rights include the right 
of access to justice (the right to have your rights determined in a court of law). In R. 
v. Secretary of State for the Home Department ex p. Leech No.2 [1993] EWCA Civ 12 
it was said: 'Now we turn to a principle of greater importance. It is a principle of our 
law that every citizen has a right of unimpeded access to a court. In Raymond v. 
Honey, supra, at 13A, Lord Wilberforce described it as a "basic right". Even in our 
unwritten constitution it must rank as a constitutional right.' An unwritten 
constitutional right is clearly not a statutory right, so it must be a common law right 
(though Magna Carta, a statute, prevents the use of the Royal Prerogative to deny 
access to justice). 

4. If the exercise of a prerogative powers negatively impacts ('impedes or frustrates' per 
the judgment) relevant principles, it will only be lawful to the extent that it can be 
reasonably justified (para. 49). 186 

5. An exercise of a prerogative power will be unlawful, and therefore void, in such 
circumstances if a reasonable justification is not forthcoming. It is for those exercising 
the prerogative power to justify their conduct (para. 61). 

So, let's apply the above to my situation. 

1. We are considering an exercise of the Royal Prerogative in my case. 

2. The Royal Prerogative has been used to deny me access to a court of law for the 
determination of my rights. 

3. Thus my common law rights (if nothing else) have been 'frustrated' by an exercise of 
the Royal Prerogative. 


186 R (on the application of Miller) (Appellant) v. The Prime Minister (Respondent) Cherry and 
others (Respondents) v. Advocate General for Scotland (Appellant) (Scotland) [2019] UKSC 
41 at 49 (my emphasis): 'In answering that question, it is of some assistance to consider how 
the courts have dealt with situations where the exercise of a power conferred by statute, 
rather than one arising under the prerogative, was liable to affect the operation of a 
constitutional principle. The approach which they have adopted has concentrated on the 
effect of the exercise of the power upon the operation of the relevant constitutional principle. 
Unless the terms of the statute indicate a contrary intention, the courts have set a limit to the 
lawful exercise of the power by holding that the extent to which the measure impedes or 
frustrates the operation of the relevant principle must have a reasonable justification. That 
approach can be seen, for example, in R (UNISON) v. Lord Chancellor [2017] UKSC 51; [2017] 

3 WLR 409, paras 80-82 and 88-89, where earlier authorities were discussed. A prerogative 
power is, of course, different from a statutory power: since it is not derived from statute, its 
limitations cannot be derived from a process of statutory interpretation. However, a 
prerogative power is only effective to the extent that it is recognised by the common law: as 
was said in the Case of Proclamations, "the King hath no prerogative, but that which the law 
of the land allows him". A prerogative power is therefore limited by statute and the common 
law, including, in the present context, the constitutional principles with which it would 
otherwise conflict. ' 
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4. No reasonable justification has been advanced for the above. In this context, it is no 
justification to base the denial of my right of access to a court of law on a denial of 
the very right which I am seeking to have determined in that court of law, since this 
amounts to determining that right outside a court of law, along the lines of 'You 
cannot claim to own x in a court of law because I say you do not own x.', which, in 
itself, is a denial of my right of access to a court of law. 

5. It follows that, on the authority of R (on the application of Miller) (Appellant) v. The 
Prime Minister (Respondent) Cherry and others (Respondents) v. Advocate General 
for Scotland (Appellant) (Scotland) [2019] UKSC 41, which is binding on the Court of 
Session, the exercise of the Royal Prerogative is void; that is, a nullity. It did not 
happen in law. 

6. The court must therefore make a declaration to that effect. 

This is where things stand as of the end of October 2019. A hearing before the Inner House 
of the Court of Session is set for December. We shall see what happens but, on past 
performance, the omens are not good. 

Further note - June 2020. 

Well, we had the hearing in December. My main argument was that there was only one 
issue, the very simple issue of whether I have a fundamental constitutional right of access to 
a court of law for the determination of my rights; the nature of the right being claimed (my 
right to a peerage, if it exists) is completely irrelevant. Not only is it irrelevant but the Court 
of Session has no jurisdiction in relation to my peerage claim because the ordinary courts 
have no jurisdiction in peerage matters. 

As of 19/6/2020, six months later, the court (three judges were sitting, as is the norm in the 
Inner House) has not produced a judgment. As far as I am aware, this is absolutely 
unprecedented and, given the simplicity of the issue as explained above, completely 
inexcusable. I would go further; it is an intentional and criminal denial of justice and 
amounts to an attempt to pervert the course of justice and misconduct in public office, both 
of which are common law criminal offences carrying a potential life sentence. Of course, 
obstruction and delay are the main weapons of officialdom and they use them because they 
cause harm. If they weren't effective in denying people an outcome/solution/remedy or 
whatever, they wouldn't use them, so the fact that they do use them proves that they are 
effective in causing harm. The court staff fobbed off my requests for an explanation of the 
delay for months, but eventually said that it was because of the complexity of the issues 
involved. I pointed out to them that this explanation was nonsensical because there was 
only one issue and a very simple one at that; whether I have a right of access to a court of 
law for the determination of my rights or, to put it another way, whether the royal 
prerogative can be used to deny someone access to justice, whoever exercises the 
prerogative? Magna Carta, the most important law in British history clearly says it can't. 
Article 25 states: 'No Freeman shall be taken or imprisoned , or be disseised of his Freehold, or 
Liberties, or free Customs, or be outlawed, or exiled, or any other wise destroyed; nor will We 
not pass upon him, nor condemn him, but by lawful judgment of his Peers, or by the Law of 
the Land. We will sell to no man, we will not deny or defer to any man either Justice or Right .' 
Note that this makes deferring justice unlawful. 
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Further note - July 2020 


Well, the court finally issued its judgment on 2/7/2020. 187 It dismissed my appeal. The main 
reasons were: 

1. The court's first reason for ruling against me was that my application for judicial 

review was misconceived because I sought to challenge a decision of the Advocate 

General and he made no decision; he merely gave legal advice to the Queen and it 

was the Queen who made the relevant decision (not to refer my peerage claim to the 

House of Lords). In other words, I challenged the wrong decision, or decision-maker, 
which amounts to the same thing. The problem with this is that the Queen's Assistant 
Private Secretary confirmed to me in a letter dated 6/2/2019 that the Queen 'is 
constitutionally bound to abide by the advice of Government [that is, her Ministers, of 
which the Advocate General is one] in matters such as this 1 , which means that she 
does not make the decision in such circumstances. You only make a decision where 
you are able to make a choice, since making a decision means making a choice 
between available options. This clearly reflects the Queen's own understanding of 
the position, since the letter to me was written under the supervision of the Queen's 
Private Secretary and he knows the Queen's mind on these matters better than 
anyone. So the court directly contradicted (overruled) the Queen. Worse, because 
she made the decision on the basis of a fundamental misunderstanding of the law 
(she thought she was bound to abide by the advice given to her when she wasn't), 
her decision clearly cannot stand. Since the Advocate General gave legal advice to 
the Queen, how is it possible that he failed to inform her that she was not bound to 
follow his advice? Surely, any competent lawyer would say as a matter of course 
'Well, this is my advice but you are not bound to follow it. You must make you own 
mind up.' Pretty standard advice I would say. Was the Advocate General just reckless 
in failing to make this clear to the Queen, or was it deliberate? It is one or the other, 
so he is either incompetent or dishonest. Also, the Queen has been advised by the 
law officers for decades; that is, since she succeeded to the throne in 1953. Is it 
possible that she has fundamentally misunderstood the correct legal position for the 
last 67 years? How many of her 'decisions' would she have decided differently if she 
had known that she was not bound to abide by the advice of the law officers? The 
mind boggles. This is a very serious issue of course because any decision she has 
made in the last 67 years on the basis of the advice of such law officers, and many of 
them must have had significant consequences, would be subject to challenge 
because it was made on the basis of a fundamental misunderstanding of the law. 

Even worse, where a person does something because he believes that he has no 
choice in the matter, even falsely believes that he has no choice in the matter (the 
gun pointed at his head was not actually loaded), that person is not exercising free 
will, and if a person cannot exercise free will he is acting under duress (to some 


187 Appeal by Graham Nassau Gordon Senior-Milne against The Advocate General For 
Scotland [2020] CSIH 39, https://www.scotcourts.gov.uk/docs/default-source/cos-general- 
docs/pdf-docs-for-opinions/2020csih39.pdf?sfvrsn=0 . 
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degree or another). Any act done under duress, like signing a contract or a will, is 
void in law; in law it never happened. 'Duress, whatever form it takes, is a coercion of 
the will so as to vitiate consent 1 (Pao On and others v Lau Yiu Long and another (Hong 
Kong) [1979] UKPC 17 per Lord Scarman, citing The "Siboen" and the "Sibotre" [1976] 
1 Lloyd's Rep. 293 at p. 336) and 'vitiate' means 'to destroy the force or legal effect of, 
for example, a deed' (Stewart, W.J.; Collins Dictionary of Law; 2006), but see also IFR 
Ltd v Federal Trade Spa [2001] EWHC 519 (Comm). It was held in that case that a 
contract signed under duress is not void but voidable, but this cannot be true. The 
original contract must be void because it lacks the essential element of consent, as 
Lord Scarman said, but, clearly, the parties can create a new contract on the same 
terms by their subsequent conduct, if they both act of their own free will in doing so. 
Logically, this means that every decision which the Queen has made on the basis of 
legal advice of the law officers in the last 67 years is void for duress; in law it never 
happened. Of course, we think of duress as acting in fear of a harmful consequence 
("Sign this or I will blow your brains out!"), but this must include acting in a certain 
way because you mistakenly believe (are led to believe) that if you don't you will be 
breaking the law. Lord Scarman, in Universe Tankships of Monrovia v. International 
Transport Workers Federation (The Universe Sentinel) [1983] 1 AC 366, a House of 
Lords decision binding on the Court of Session, described duress as (my emphasis): 
'The classic case of duress is, however, not the lack of will to submit but the victim's 
intentional submission arising from the realisation [belief] that there is no other 
practical choice open to him . This is the thread of principle which links the early law of 
duress (threat to life or limb) with later developments when the law came also to 
recognise as duress first the threat to property and now the threat to a man's 
business or trade.' This pretty much covers the Queen's position I would say; she 
made the relevant decisions in the way she did because she believed that she had no 
other option. Do you think the Court of Session thought through the logical 
consequences of their ruling; namely, that they were, in fact, delegitimizing 
(rendering null and void) every decision made by the Queen on the basis of legal 
advice of the law officers in the last 67 years? Whoops! One other point. If the law 
officers have, for the last 67 years, been, in effect, making decisions which should 
have been made by the Queen, have they not usurped the Queen - which is treason? 
Off with their heads! In Evans v Information Commissioner [2012] UKUT 313 (AAC) it 
says at [OA3] 41 (my emphasis): 'Professor Tomkins explained that a leading source 
on the contemporary constitutional law and practice as regards the monarchy is 
Vernon Bogdanor, The Monarchy and the Constitution[2], Chapter 3 is entitled "The 
Basic Constitutional Rules: Influence and Prerogative". In this chapter Professor 
Bogdanor makes three important points, which are relevant to this appeal. First, he 
writes at page 62 that "It is easier for a head of state to fulfill [a] 'dignified' function if 
the 'efficient' functions are located elsewhere, for any exercise of the efficient 
functions is almost bound to be controversial. Thus, when he or she exercises the 
'efficient' functions, the head of state will cease to be able to represent all of the 
people; he or she will be representing only the particular cross-section who agree with 
his or her activities." In making this remark. Professor Tomkins explained that 
Professor Bogdanor is relying on the famous distinction between the dignified and the 
efficient elements of the constitution which Walter Bagehot made in The English 
Constitution (1867). It is axiomatic that as a matter of the contemporary constitution, 
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the monarchy falls on the dignified side of the line. While it continues to be the case 
that great legal and constitutional powers are vested in the Crown, it has been clear 
since at least Bagehot's era (and in some cases for far longer than that) that the 
exercise of these powers falls largely to ministers. This is because ministers are 
responsible to Parliament, whereas Her Majesty is not. Moreover, even in respect of 
those few prerogative powers whose exercise remains a matter for the Queen (rather 
than for ministers) it is clear that the Queen must act only and always on ministerial 
advice (dissolving Parliament and granting Royal Assent to legislation are good 
examples ).' And at [0A3] 71: 'Professor Rodney Brazier (Prof. Brazier) is Professor of 
Constitutional Law at the University of Manchester. He holds a Doctor of Laws (LLD) 
degree and is a non-practising barrister whose research centres on constitutional law 
and practice and constitutional reform. He has published 5 books and over 55 articles 
in learned journals on those subjects and has acted as a specialist adviser to 
parliamentary committees. Two recent relevant publications are Royal Incapacity and 
Constitutional Continuity: The Regent and Counsellors of State [2005] and Legislating 
about the Monarchy [2007], [...] [0A3] 76. The conventions identified by Prof. Brazier 
are, relevant to the sovereign, firstly the convention which requires the sovereign to 
act on, and use her legal powers which stem from the royal prerogative consistently 
with ministerial advice (which was for ease described as the cardinal convention) . 

Prof. Brazier provided the historical background to the development of this 
convention in its current form. Prof. Brazier gave evidence that in practice "A 
Sovereign's personal views if they are different from those of ministers, had and have 
to give way in the end to ministers' wishes ".' 

2. In April 2020 I applied for permission to proceed with an application for judicial 
review in the High Court in London (CO/1351/2020). The application related to the 
government's ban on the use of hydroxychloroquine to treat COVID-19. I bought the 
application as a person who has multiple serious underlying health conditions, 
including a compromised immune system, who would almost certainly die if infected 
by the virus. The respondent was named as Dr. Chris Whitty, Chief Medical Officer. In 
fact, the correct respondent was the Secretary of State for Health and Social Care. Dr. 
Chris Whitty merely advised the Secretary of State. It seems to me that this situation 
closely parallels my application to the Court of Session. However, unlike the Advocate 
General, the Government Legal Department did not resist my application on the basis 
that the named respondent did not make the relevant decision, it merely pointed out 
the correct respondent, in an E-mail to me dated 9/4/2020, and my application 
proceeded accordingly. So the Government Legal Department, unlike the Advocate 
General, did not seek to trip me up on a technicality. Further, in an order dated 
11/4/2020, Mrs. Justice Lambert said 'This claim for JR does not comply with the Civil 
Procedure Rules (see, in particular, CPR 54 and the Practice Direction 54A). The 
Claimant's attention is drawn to the Administrative Court: Judicial Review Guide 2019 
which sets out the rules which must be followed clearly and simply. The Claimant 
must, for example: identify with particularity the decision which is challenged; provide 
a detailed statement of the grounds for bringing the claim for judicial review; provide 
a statement of facts relied upon and provide a draft of the Order which is sought. 
None of these requirements have been complied with. I am prepared to give the 
Claimant a short period of time within which to regularise this claim. If not, the claim 
will be dismissed. 1 So it appears that I not only identified the wrong respondent, but I 
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also failed to properly identify the decision I was seeking to challenge. The High Court 
in London treated these matters as minor administrative inconveniences; the Court 
of Session in Edinburgh (Lord Ordinary and Inner House) treated them as fatal 
obstacles to my application. A number of questions arise from this. Was it possible 
for the Court of Session to do what the High Court did and simply allow me to amend 
my application? Clearly, yes. Would it have been reasonable for the Court of Session 
to allow me to amend my application? Clearly, yes. Did the Court of Session in fact 
have a duty to allow me to amend my application, given that I am a litigant in person 
and the court has a duty to ensure that litigants in person are not unfairly 
disadvantaged by their lack of legal knowledge and unfamiliarity with court 
procedures, including form filling ? Clearly, yes. So why didn't the Court of Session 
allow me to amend my application? Well, there are only two possible answers; either 
it was accidental or it was deliberate. Clearly, the court is well aware of its power to 
allow a party to amend an application, so it wasn't accidental, it was deliberate. What 
is the conclusion? The conclusion can only be that the Court of Session deliberately 
obstructed a litigant in person by treating a minor administrative matter as fatal to 
his application. I regard this as conclusive proof of bias on the part of all three judges. 
It is therefore a ground of appeal that the judges have demonstrably acted in a 
biased way. In fact, in such a way that I have been denied my fundamental 
constitutional right of access to a court (The House of Lords) for the determination of 
my claim (peerage claim). The man in the street would ask 'Well, why don't you just 
submit another application to the Court of Session which names the correct 
respondent?' The Court of Session knows the answer to this question; it is because 
they would rule such an application out of time (the three month time limit), thus 
neatly depriving me of the possibility of a remedy - ever. 

3. The court's second reason was that decisions relating to the grant or the withdrawal 
of honours are not susceptible to judicial review. This is quite true, of course, in 
relation to the grant of an honour, which is entirely discretionary (no-one has the 
right to be granted an honour, in case that's what you thought I was claiming), but 
we are not dealing with the grant of an honour, we are dealing with recognizing an 
existing honour; a title I already hold. In short, I was not asking to be granted an 
honour, I was merely asking for an answer to the question 'Is my title (the Barony of 
Mordington) a peerage or not?' My argument was quite clear; namely, that if I hold a 
peerage, no-one has the right to deprive me of that peerage, other than by an Act of 
Parliament. And to deny me access to a court of law where I can establish my right 
amounts to depriving me of a peerage if I already hold one. Further, I argued that the 
monarch, in denying me access to a court of law for the determination of my rights, is 
not only breaching my fundamental constitutional right of access to justice, under 
Magna Carta or otherwise, she is acting as a judge (a court of law) because that is 
what courts do - determine questions of legal rights. The monarch cannot act as a 
judge; he or she can only act through his or her judges (that is, courts). This was laid 
down in the famous case of Prohibitions del Roy (1607), where Coke, England's most 
famous jurist, said (my emphasis) 'the King in his own person cannot adjudge any 
case, either criminal, as treason, felon, etc. or betwixt party and party, concerning his 
Inheritance, Chattels, or Goods, &c. but this ought to be determined and adjudged in 


230 



some Court of Justice, according to the law and custom of England.' 188 The judgment 
in Prohibition del Roy (1607) goes on to say that if the monarch does act as a judge, 

any such act is void in law. This means that if the Queen did make the decision in my 

case, that decision is void in law. The court said at para. 22 of the judgment: 'The 
petitioner further placed some reliance on the fact that in the present case he 
asserted his right to an existing peerage rather than one that was newly created. In 
our opinion this distinction is immaterial. The fundamental point is that the existence 
of a peerage is within the gift of the sovereign, and that applies to existing peerages, 
which may in some circumstances be withdrawn, as well as to new peerages.' In other 
words, the court said that the 'existence' (granting and deprivation) of an honour is a 
discretionary matter and, as such, does not involve any question of rights. I have no 
right, apparently, to retain any peerage I might hold. The Queen can 'withdraw' 
(deprive me of) any peerage I hold at her own whim, even if, presumably, I had paid 
£1 million for my barony (I believe that the Barony of Braemar was sold for around 
that sum). Of course, the court said that an honour can be withdrawn 'in some 
circumstances' but it failed to explain what those circumstances are (Surprise! 
Surprise!). Nonetheless, those circumstances clearly include the current 
circumstances, according to the court. Why mention the matter otherwise? So, even 
if I hold a peerage, the Queen can take it away at her own discretion. This is absolute 
nonsense. More than that, it is insane nonsense. A peerage can only be abrogated by 
an Act of Parliament. This is proved by the fact that it was necessary to pass an Act of 
Parliament (The Titles Deprivation Act 1917) to allow the sovereign, following the 
procedure specified in the Act, to deprive a peer of his peerage where the peer had 
borne arms against the Crown or adhered to the enemy during World War I. If the 
sovereign had already had the power to deprive a peer of his peerage, there would 

have been no need to pass the Act of Parliament. Point proved. It should be noted 
that the 1917 Act only applied in the 'present war' and so ceased to apply at the end 
of World War I. More recently, an article about the conviction of Lord Archer 
published in The Independent on 20/7/2001 ('Archer's fall: A prisoner who faces the 
loss of his peerage') says (my emphasis): ' It would take an Act of Parliament to revoke 
the honour, which was bestowed upon him in 1992 by John Major as Prime Minister. 
"The peerage was awarded under the 1958 Life Peers Act and could only be taken 
away by an Act of Parliament," a spokesman for the Cabinet Office said yesterday. 

The last time there was an attempt to strip peers of their honours it took a world war 
to prompt Parliament to act. The year was 1917 and the Title [sic] Deprivation Act 
was passed to deprive hereditary peers who had fought against Britain in the First 
World War. ,1S9 Thus, the Government, in the form of the Cabinet Office, has 


188 Prohibitions del Roy (1607) 12 Co Rep 63; ch 18 A. 
( http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/KB/1607/J23.html ) 

189 There is nothing in the Life Peerages Act 1958 about depriving a person of his peerage, by 
Act of Parliament or otherwise, and a life peerage created under that Act is in all respects 
the same as a hereditary peerage, except that it expires on the peer's death. Life peerages 
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confirmed that a peerage, a life peerage in that case, can only be taken away by an 
Act of Parliament. This matter is explained more fully in the House of Commons 
briefing paper 'Resignation, suspension and expulsion from the House of Lords' 
(SN/PC/5148,16 November 2010) and chapter 7 ('Loss of peerage') in R. P. Gadd's 
Peerage Law (ISCA Publishing Ltd, Bristol, 1985). Under the common law a person 
forfeited all their possessions to the King when attainted for treason, but even this 
was removed by the Forfeiture Act 1870, so from that date a peerage was not 
forfeited even for treason, which meant that the only way to deprive a person of a 
peerage was by an Act of Parliament. In short, if I hold a peerage, the only way I can 
be deprived of that peerage is by an Act of Parliament. Anything else, including a 
denial of recognition, or denial of access to a court to obtain recognition (which has 
the effect of depriving me of a peerage, if I hold one - if you cannot establish 
ownership of something you own, then, to all intents and purposes, you do not own 
that thing; you are not recognized as the legal owner), would be unlawful. For the 
court to say otherwise is mind-boggling, as in 'Are you completely insane?' mind- 
boggling. The fact remains that the sovereign has no power (inherent right) to 
deprive a peer of his peerage under any circumstances and to do so amounts to 
acting as a court of law in that it determines (purports to determine) a question of 
legal rights. This amounts to the sovereign acting as a judge and the sovereign cannot 
act as a judge, as the case of case of Prohibitions del Roy (1607) clearly shows. Bear 
in mind that if the Court of Session is right in saying that the sovereign can deprive a 
peer of his peerage at will, this makes the sovereign an absolute monarch (dictator), 
because it gives absolute power to the sovereign to determine the composition of 
one of the Houses of Parliament; the House of Lords ('Do what I say or I will strip you 
of your peerage!'). This means that the Court of Session has single-handedly reversed 
the Glorious Revolution of 1688. Not bad for a day's work! 

4. The court went on to say that, even ignoring the above two reasons, it would still 
have dismissed my appeal because my petition to the Queen stood no reasonable 
prospect of success; that is, there was no realistic prospect of me proving that I am a 
peer. At para. 29 the judgment says ' Nevertheless, we consider that, had we detected 
any error in the Lord Ordinary's reasoning, we would have refused the appeal on the 
basis of the Advocate General's alternative argument. The petitioner's claim was 
based on his ownership of the Barony of Mordington. Prior to 1707 the word "baron" 
was used in Scotland to designate two distinct categories of landholder, known 
respectively as barones majores and barones minores. The distinction between these 
is explained in Greens' Encyclopaedia of the Law of Scotland (Dunedin Ed), volume XI, 
paragraph 410 (a passage written by T[homas] Innes of Learney). The concept of a 
baron in Scotland was originally wide, and extended both to those with other titles, 
such as Earl or Viscount, who were the barones majores, and to other landholders 
who held in liberam baroniam, who were the barones minores. Originally these were 
ranked together, but after 1587 the barones minores were relieved from attendance 
in Parliament and became a distinct order from the peers. ' While it is true to say that 


and hereditary peerages are therefore subject to the same laws as to deprivation, which 
must be via an Act of Parliament in both cases. 
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the minor barons were relieved of their duty to attend Parliament, they still had the 
right to attend Parliament as nobles if they so wished. Since the very definition of a 
peer is 'a person who has the right to sit and vote in Parliament as a noble, or did do 
before 1999', it follows that the minor barons remained peers of Scotland. This is 
confirmed by Sir George Mackenzie, an institutional writer regarded as authoritative 
in Scottish courts of law, as quoted by Seton (The Law and Practice of Heraldry in 
Scotland; p. 294), who states (Science of Heraldry; Chap. XXXI) that barons (my 
emphasis): 'were members of Parliament with us, as such, and never lost that 
privilege, though, for their conveniency, they were allowed to be represented by two 
of their number (in each shire).' The minor barons retained the right to sit and vote in 
Parliament as nobles (that is, they continued to be peers) up until the time of the 
Treaty of Union, at which time the peers of Scotland became peers of Great Britain 
under the terms of the Treaty. Now, the Court of Session is free to demonstrate that 
Sir George Mackenzie is wrong, if they can do so, but they haven't done so. They 
have not shown that the minor barons lost the right to sit and vote in Parliament as 
nobles and saying that the minor barones 'became a distinct order from the peers' 
doesn't wash. Distinct in what way? Did the minor barons lose the right to sit and 
vote in Parliament as nobles or not? If you say they did lose that right, what are your 
authorities? You have said that they were relieved of their duty but you have not 
said, or proved, that they lost the right - and it is the right to sit and vote, and only 
that right, which matters. Anything else is a red herring. In short, we are arguing at 
cross purposes. The court says that the minor barons were relived of the duty, while I 
say that they retained the right . The former does not exclude the latter, although the 
court would, it appears, like you to believe that it does. The issue is really very 
simple. The question is whether the Barony of Mordington is a peerage. Clearly, the 
first thing we need to do is to define what we mean by the word 'peer'. This is what 
happens, or should happen, in every court case; you begin by defining your terms. 

For instance, if a man is accused of assault, you must first define what you mean by 
'assault'. You then ascertain the facts; that is, what the man did. You then assess 
whether the man's conduct amounts to assault as defined. You have no hope of 
arriving at the correct answer if you do not start by defining your terms. Every lawyer 
and every judge knows this. So the question is whether the court did this in this case. 
Did is start with the question 'What does the word 'peer' mean?' No. Why not? 
Because they knew from my arguments where this would lead them - so they 
avoided the question. So let's ask the question for them. What is a peer? A peer is a 
person who holds a title of nobility which carries (or used to carry until the passing of 
the House of Lords Act 1999), the right to sit and vote in the House of Lords, or, in 
Scotland, sit and vote in Parliament as noble, since there was no separate House of 
Lords in Scotland. Next question. Do the Scottish feudal barons have that right? Well, 
the first fact we can agree on (our agreed starting point) is that the feudal barons 
were the original and, at that time (until 1348 when the first peerage by letters 
patent was created), the only peers of Scotland. So they certainly were peers 
originally. The next question is whether they ever lost that right. The answer is 'No, 
they didn't.' As Sir George Mackenzie states, the feudal barons never lost the right to 
sit and vote in Parliament as nobles. They were relieved of the duty to attend 
Parliament as nobles but only on condition that they appointed commissioners for 
each shire to represent them. But they never lost the right to attend Parliament as 
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nobles if they so wished. This means that the feudal barons continued to be peers of 
Scotland until the time of the Treaty of Union, at which time all the peers of Scotland, 
including the feudal barons, became peers of Great Britain under the terms of the 
Treaty. The successors to those barons, whether by inheritance or purchase, have 
continued to be peers until this day. If these things are true, anything said to the 
contrary by anyone (and it is always possible to find someone) is irrelevant. What is 
noticeable about the Court of Session, and the Advocate General and all the other 
officials who have stood in my way, is that they simply refuse to answer the question 
'Given that the feudal barons were the original, and at that time only, peers of 
Scotland, how and when did they cease to be peers of Scotland before the Treaty of 
Union, given that if they were peers of Scotland at the time of the Union, they 
became peers of Great Britain under the terms of the Treaty?' Of course, the whole 
question of whether smaller baronies were/are peerages disappears if the Barony of 
Mordington is not a smaller barony in the first place. The judgment mentions the fact 
that an Act of Parliament of 1503 recognized all baronies over 100 merklands in 
extent, including Mordington, as greater baronies (that is, the equivalent of peerages 
created by letters patent), but then, extraordinarily, fails to assess the impact of this 
potentially critical fact; a fact confirmed by Stair, an institutional writer regarded as 
authoritative in Scottish courts. A strange omission - or perhaps not. It should also be 
noted that the Court of Session has no jurisdiction in peerage matters, so it was not 
entitled to address the point at all, let alone rule upon it. Now the House of Lords has 
an inherent jurisdiction to determine who its members are; that is, to determine who 
can sit and vote in the House of Lords. This is part of what is known as 'exclusive 
cognisance'. This was explained in Mereworth v Ministry of Justice [2011] EWHC 1589 
(Ch) at 9 (my emphasis): ' Existing in parallel with Article 9 is the principle of exclusive 
cognisance. The ambit of both article 9 and the principle of exclusive cognisance were 
recently considered by the Supreme Court in R v Chaytor [2010] UKSC 52. In relation 
to exclusive cognisance. Lord Phillips, with whom the rest of the Justices of the 
Supreme Court agreed, said: This phrase describes areas where the courts have ruled 
that any issues should be left to be resolved by Parliament rather than determined 
judicially. Exclusive cognisance refers not simply to Parliament, but to the exclusive 
right of each House to manage its own affairs without interference from the other or 
from outside Parliament. The boundaries of exclusive cognisance result from accord 
between the two Houses and the courts as to what falls within the exclusive province 
of the former. Unlike the absolute privilege imposed by article 9, exclusive cognisance 
can be waived or relinquished by Parliament. Where a matter falls within the internal 
affairs of Parliament, it is within the area of Parliament's exclusive cognisance except 
where legislation provides to the contrary. In my judgment, the ordinary civil and 
criminal jurisdiction of the courts does not extend to determining the rights of 
members to sit in either House of Parliament and the courts equally have nothing to 
do with questions affecting its membership except insofar as they have been specially 
designated by law to act in such matters. One example of special designation is the 
power of an Election Court to decide whether a Member of Parliament has been duly 
elected. But even in that case, an Election Court is not one of the ordinary civil courts 
of this country; it is a special court mandated by a specific Act of Parliament. Apart 
from special cases like this, in my judgment, it is a matter for Parliament whether a 
person is entitled to sit and vote in either House. 'This was approved by the Court of 
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Appeal on appeal. Francis Palmer, in his Peerage Law in England (Stevens & Sons, 
London, 1907, p. 15) says: 'It has been laid down that no question of honour can be 
tried by a court of law.' He also says (p.10) that 'This is the more desirable, as the 
decisions of questions of peerage law involve such serious consequences, and a 
decision by the Crown without the approval of the lords is not conclusive.' What this 
means is that the sovereign can issue letters patent to a person and that person can 
receive a writ of summons based upon that patent but the House of Lords can still 
refuse to allow the person to take his seat in the House of Lords. This happened in 
the Wensleydale Peerage Case of 1856 as described in in Mereworth v Ministry of 
Justice [2011] EWHC 1589 (Ch). Similarly, if the House of Lords considers that a 
person is entitled to sit and vote in the House of Lords, it can refuse to proceed to 
business until a writ of summons is issued to him and he takes his seat in the House. 

It follows from all this that the only body with the jurisdiction to finally determine a 
peerage claim is the House of Lords. This continued to apply after the passing of the 
House of Lords Act 1999 because holding a peerage still qualifies a person to seek 
election to the House of Lords when a vacancy arises. My right of access to a court to 
determine my rights must mean my right of access to a court to finally determine my 
rights, and only the House of Lords can do that. Since the Court of Session has no 
jurisdiction, its ruling on this issue was ultra vires and therefore void. Do you think 
that the Advocate General or the Court of Session were unaware of all this - given 
that I explained the matter at length in my petition and arguments submitted to the 
court? 

5. Finally, the judgment says (para. 32): 'In Oliphant v Oliphant, 1633, Mor 10027, it was 
held that a peerage could not be sold by one subject to another; a peerage was 
described as "a right... which no subject can dispone, without the approbation of the 
prince". 'This is just nonsense. Many grants of Scottish peerages included (and still 
include) the right to convey the peerage to assignees, which includes purchasers. This 
includes the Earldom of Mar, the current holder of which feudal barony actually sits 
in the House of Lords. In other words, the Countess of Mar has the right to sell her 
peerage. The ratification of the Earldom of Mar in Parliament in 1567 (The Records of 
the Parliaments of Scotland to 1707, K.M. Brown et al eds, St Andrews, 2007-2018, 
1567/4/7) states (my emphasis): 'Ratification of the earldom of Mar and castle of 
Stirling and others etc. On the which day our sovereign lady, understanding that of 
before, upon perfect knowledge had by her highness by certification of evidents and 
by other ways, that one noble and mighty lord John [Erskine], earl of Mar, lord Erskine 
etc., was lawfully descended of the ancient heritors of the said earldom and had the 
doom of undoubted heritable right thereof and of the regality of Garioch, our said 
sovereign, upon that consideration and for the good and thankful service done by him 
and his predecessors to her highness and her grace's predecessors, conveyed, after 
her majesty's lawful age of 21 years complete, to the said earl, his heirs and assignees 
theforesaid earldom of Mar and regality of Garioch, property and tenantry, feu mails 
and pertinents thereof, by infeftment made to him under her great seal thereupon; 
and also our said sovereign, understanding that after her lawful age foresaid, for the 
good service done to her majesty and her predecessors by the said earl and for other 
reasonable causes moving her highness, heritably conveyed to him and his male male 
bearing the surname and arms of Erskine the heritable captaincy of the castle of 
Stirling and keeping of the park thereof, with the offices of sheriffship of the 
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sheriffdom of Stirling and boiliory and chomberloinry of the lordship thereof; and 
similarly that our said sovereign had made the said earl and his heirs her highness's 
chamberlains of certain of her lands in Menteith, and giving him the mails thereof in 
recompense of the trumpeter's fees out of Garioch and Kintyre for so long as they 
shall have the same; and also have granted to him the feu mails of the lordship of 
Brechin and Navar, as our said sovereign's infeftments under the great seal and gifts 
under the privy seal made to the said earl and his heirs contained therein of the said 
earldom, offices, feu mails and others above written in themselves respectively at 
more length purport; therefore, our said sovereign, now willing that the infeftments 
and gifts made to the said earl, his heirs and assignees specified therein of the 
foresaid earldom, regality, offices and feu mails respectively be sufficient and sure to 
him and them in time coming, has now, with the advice and consent of the three 
estates of this realm in this present parliament, ratified, approved and confirmed and, 
by the tenor hereof, ratifies, approves and confirms the said infeftments and gifts and 
each one of them respectively in all and sundry points, passes, privileges, clauses and 
conditions contained therein; and wills and ordains that the said earl, his heirs and 
assignees shall possess and enjoy the said earldom, property and tenantry with the 
feu mails and duties thereof, and feu mails of the said lands in Menteith, and of the 
lordship of Brechin and Navar, with all commodities and pertinents perpetually in 
time coming, after the form and tenor of the infeftments and gifts respectively made 
to him thereupon, without any revocation, contradiction or impediment to be made 
to him, his heirs and assignees therein in any way in time coming, renouncing, 
disclaiming and discharging for our said sovereign and her successors all action her 
highness had, has or may pursue against him or them thereupon forever by this act. 
And further, our said sovereign and three estates of parliament foresaid have 
interposed and interpose their authority thereto, to be extended in the most ample 
form with the extension of all clauses needful, and that letters be directed to make 
publication hereof, if need be, in the appropriate form.' So, here we have a 
ratification in the Scots Parliament, which is effectively an Act of Parliament, of a 
grant of a feudal earldom, which is a feudal barony, which can, under the terms of 
the grant, be sold. In a sense, the 'approbation of the prince' was given - in the 
original grant. This Scottish feudal barony was recognized as a peerage by The 
Earldom of Mar Restitution Act 1885, which means that Parliament has expressly 
recognized that a Scottish feudal barony, which can be sold, is a peerage, and, as I 
have already said above, the Countess of Mar currently sits in the House of Lords. 
What applies to the Earldom of Mar must also apply to all other Scottish feudal 
baronies. An Act of Parliament of 1885 overrides a judgment of the Court of Session 
of 1633 (It will not surprise you, I think, to learn that judges then, as now, were not 
exactly experts in peerage law). Point proved. Another clanger by the court. Of 
course, I did raise this point in my petition and arguments. This did not stop the 
Advocate General continuing to argue the point and it did not stop the court 
accepting the argument even though it had been comprehensively trashed. 

6. Oh wait, there's one more. At para. 27 the court said 'The petitioner submits that the 
Lord Ordinary ought to have made use of the nobile officium to permit the petitioner 
access to a court of law. Reference was made to Cumbria County Council, [2016] CSIH 
92. In our opinion this ground of appeal is misconceived. The Court of Session's 
powers under the nobile officium are equitable in nature, and the Court is only 


236 



obliged to consider their exercise if on application to that effect is made. No such 
application was made in the present case.' Note that it doesn't say that the court 
cannot use the nobile officium unless asked; it only says that the court is obliged to 
consider exercising the power if asked, which is not the same thing. Cunning. But the 
nobiie officium is part of the inherent jurisdiction of the court, which means that the 
court can exercise that power on its own initiative. When should a court, or any other 
body, exercise its inherent powers/jurisdiction? Well, the answer can only be 'When 
it is right to do so.' You see, a power to do something necessarily implies a duty to 
use that power when it is appropriate to do so. A power is only granted to a person 
or body on the assumption (or rather, with the requirement, implied or express) that 
the power will be exercised when it is appropriate to do so and nobody (at least in an 
open, democratic society) grants a power to someone with the intention that they 
will not use it or will use it for an improper purpose. I mean, if I am a policeman with 
the power of arrest, (though, of course, ordinary citizens have the power of arrest as 
well), do I have a duty to arrest a person who I see attacking a judge of the Court of 
Session with an axe - or should I wait until the victim asks for help? Well, presumably 
the Court of Session would rule that I had to wait until asked by the victim and, if he 
can't ask because his head has been chopped off, well, that is just bad luck. More 
importantly perhaps, the judicial oath includes an undertaking to 'do justice to all 
manner of men' or something along those lines. This must include exercising the 
inherent powers of the court where justice requires - without having to be asked. 
Certainly, in England the over-riding objective of the Civil Procedure Rules is doing 
justice between the parties (to 'deal with cases justly' per CPRl.l(l)). This means that 
the court must use its powers, both inherent and expressly granted by the law or 
rules made under the law, like CPR, to do justice. Why am I having to argue such 
basic points? But perhaps there is no requirement to do justice in Scotland. Sorry to 
be flippant but this is just one more nonsensical utterance from Scotland's highest 
civil court. Garbage in fact. Pure garbage. You see, the point is that what is really at 
issue in this case is the fact that the royal prerogative has been used (in reality it 
matters not by whom) to deny me access to a court of law for the determination of 
my rights. This right of access to a court is probably the most important and basic 
right that there is. And yet the court has refused to address this injustice simply 
because I failed to ask the right question (according to the court). The court has an 
inherent power to rectify this, by, for instance, changing the nature of my petition by 
saying 'Well, what you really meant to ask for was A rather than B, so we will do that 
for you and amend your petition accordingly - given that you are an ignorant litigant 
in person.' The court has the power to do this but has refused to use that power. In 
particular, the court has a power and a duty to help a litigant in person - as opposed 
to trip him up with technicalities or allow him to be defeated by snaky officials and 
slithering lawyers on procedural grounds. So the court has left me in the position of 
being unable to claim a right in a court of law. Is this what the justice system is for 
and does it literally have no way of rectifying the situation? I don't think so. Silly 
question. In general terms, what do you think of the proposition that a court can only 
exercise its inherent powers when specifically asked to do so; that is, it cannot 
exercise its own powers on its own initiative? It's a ridiculous idea isn't it? 

So where does that leave us. Well, it means: 
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1. The Court of Session has ruled that every decision made by the Queen since 1953 on 
the basis of legal advice of the law officers (Attorney-General, Lord Advocate, 
Advocate General and so on) is void and of no legal effect because they were made 
under duress. 

2. The Court of Session has ruled that the Queen can deprive a peer of his peerage at 
will. This overturns the Glorious Revolution of 1688 (which established the 
supremacy of Parliament over the Crown) and makes the Queen an absolute 
monarch (that is, a dictator) because she can determine the composition of one of 
the Houses of Parliament, the House of Lords, at her absolute discretion. 

3. The Court of Session has ruled that a feudal barony is not a peerage when it had no 
jurisdiction to do so (the last paragraph of the judgement says 'for all the foregoing 
reasons', thus including this ruling in its ratio decidendi). Its ruling on this point is 
void. But if the Court of Session can rule on such matters, then it has abrogated to 
itself the power to decide on peerage issues; that is, the power to determine the 
membership of the House of Lords. In short, it has made itself dictator because it can 
determine the composition of one of the Houses of Parliament, the House of Lords. 
Quite how this reconciles with the previous paragraph I do not know. Presumably, 
the Queen and the Court of Session will have to fight it out between them ('You and 
whose army?' I guess the Queen will say.) But what do I know? I am, after all, only 
the world's leading expert on such issues. 

Not a bad effort. The Court of Session has ridden a coach and horses through not just some 
of our most fundamental constitutional rights, including the right of access to justice 
guaranteed by Magna Carta over 800 years ago, but history and common sense as well. 

An appeal to the Supreme Court is only allowed where the appeal raises an arguable point of 
law of general public importance. Is that the case here? Well, the fundamental constitutional 
right of access to a court, and the use of the royal prerogative to deny that right, is a pretty 
important issue I would say. As is the finding of the Court of Session that many decisions 
made by the Queen since her succession to the throne in 1953 are void for duress. As is the 
finding of the Court of Session that the Queen can dismiss the entire House of Lords at her 
own absolute discretion, which makes her a dictator and overturns the Glorious Revolution 
of 1688 at a stroke. As is the issue of whether a Scottish feudal barony is a peerage, since 
this concerns the right to stand for election (in any election of hereditary peers) to a seat in 
the legislature. As is the fact that the Court of Session, Scotland's highest civil court, acted 
beyond its powers and made a ruling which affects the membership of one of the Houses of 
Parliament. As is the court's unjustified refusal to use its inherent power of nobiie officium. 
So, yes, I would say that the issues are of general public importance. 

R. P. Gadd, in his Peerage Law (ISCA Publishing Ltd, Bristol, 1985, p. 129) says (my emphasis) 
'In all peerage matters the Crown is the final arbiter. As the fountain of honour it rests with 
the Crown to dispense justice in peerage matters. The Crown exercises this jurisdiction, in so 
far as disputes in peerage matters are concerned, through the Committee for Privileges of 
the House of Lords, to which body aj[ peerage claims are now referred.' In other words, the 
sovereign does not exercise the jurisdiction in person. The sovereign has a theoretical right 
not to accept a 'recommendation' of the House of Lords concerning a peerage claim, but, as I 
have explained above, the actual power to finally determine a peerage claim rests with the 
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House of Lords through its right to determine who has the right to sit and vote there. This 
accords with the decision in the case of Prohibitions del Roy of 1607 to the effect that the 
sovereign can only dispense justice through the courts. Mine is the only peerage claim in the 
last three hundred and fifty years not to have been referred to the House of Lords, the only 
exception being the Earldom of Banbury claim of 1727, but this claim was not referred to the 
House of Lords only because it had already been decided upon by the House of Lords. I have 
been denied access to the appropriate court of law for the determination of my claim. 
Whoever made that decision, that is what my application for judicial review is about - access 
to a court of law for the determination of my rights. Is it possible that Scotland's highest civil 
court, with its equitable jurisdiction in the form of the nobile officium, cannot provide a 
remedy? If this is the case, as the Court of Session claims, then that is a matter which is 
certainly suitable for determination by the Supreme Court, for the simple reason that no-one 
else appears to be able to resolve the situation by giving me that to which I am undeniably 
entitled - access to a court of law for the determination of my rights. Tripping me up on a 
procedural issue (which, let's face it, is what has been done) is not acceptable in such 
circumstances. What is going on in this case is that my feudal barony is being prevented 
from being included on the Roll of the Peerage, while the four feudal baronies I have 
referred to (the Dukedom of Rothesay, the Earldom of Mar, the Earldom of Sutherland and 
the Barony of Torphichen) are left on the Roll. This is not an honest outcome and it affects 
the composition of the House of Lords, given that the Countess of Mar currently sits in the 
House of Lords without any right to do so, according to the judgment of the Court of Session. 
Is it possible that the Court of Session will find that this is not a legal issue of general public 
importance? Someone sitting in the legislature when she has no right to do so, the holder of 
Scotland's oldest peerage? 

So where do I go from here? Well, there is the possibility of an appeal to the Supreme Court, 
as mentioned, but the question is why I would not get an equally nonsensical ruling from 
that court, even if it allowed me to appeal in the first place. If they want to block me, there is 
pretty much nothing that I can do about it. I can submit another petition to the Queen I 
guess, and there is always the European Court of Human Rights (for what it is worth, which is 
very little). But here's the thing. If I am, in fact, a peer (and I am, as you will have seen quite 
clearly) then nothing that the courts say can alter that fact. They can deny me public (or at 
least official) recognition I guess, but who wants recognition from a bunch of corrupt, lying 
shysters? That would be like a bishop being blessed by a mass murderer - not something he 
needs or wants ("Thanks for that. It means a lot to me - not"). They should consider the 
possibility that the only reason I deal with them at all is to expose them as corrupt, lying 
shysters - but they have done this very effectively themselves. Well done, lads. Mission 
accomplished. 

I can petition the Queen again, in the light of the new situation as described above, and 
apply for a judicial review of her decision, if necessary. I can apply to the Lord Lyon to 
remove peerage additaments (the peer's coronet) from those Scottish feudal barons who 
enjoy them (Mar, Sutherland and Torphichen), but who are not peers according to the Court 
of Session, and apply for a judicial review if he refuses. I can apply to the Lord Chancellor to 
remove the Scottish feudal barons (Rothesay, Mar, Sutherland and Torphichen) from the Roll 
of the Peerage, and apply for a judicial review if he refuses. I can also, it appears, initiate an 
action in/lodge a petition with the Court of Session for the recognition of my peerage. 
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In The Law Magazine and Review (1882-1883, Fourth Series, Vol. VIII), A. Robertson, in his 
article 'The British Peerage, and Jurisdiction and Procedure of the House of Lords as to the 
Peerage', wrote (p. 190-4) (my emphasis): 

'In the Report of 1740 by the Court of Session, as to the Scottish Peerage, the Court asserted 
its right to entertain and legally decide all questions relating to the Scottish Peerage. How 
could it be otherwise? Neither the Court of Session, nor the ordinary courts of local 
jurisdiction in Scotland, have lost or been deprived of their jurisdiction. All their rights and 
privileges as at the Union are preserved by the Articles of Union, and no legislative 
enactment since the Union has been passed on the subject. Nothing has been done except 
what is implied by the voluntary and personal submission of Peerage claims to the decision of 
the Crown. Therefore, whatever may be the legal effect of such voluntary submission as 
regards the parties who have so submitted, and their heirs, and whatever may be the 
difficulties in the way of attempting to set aside the decisions of the Crown as ultra vires, 
nothing whatever has been done to abrogate or annul the jurisdiction of the Court of Session 
in Peerage claims which may hereafter be brought before the Court. If the Scottish peers 
have a legal right, under the Articles of Union between England and Scotland, to petition the 
sovereign to decide on their rights, they have not lost their right to appeal to the ordinary 
courts of law of their country in such matters. 

The right of appeal exercised by the House of Lords in Scotch cases does not affect the 
contention here stated, and can only, at the utmost, render Scotch Peerage Claims subject to 
appeal to the House of Lords in its judicial capacity. For my own part, I submit that a claimant 
to a Scottish Peerage can legally proceed to prove his claim in the Court of Session, and 
afterwards, if he thinks fit, appeal to the House of Lords. 

The preliminary steps taken by a person succeeding to an English Peerage and by one 
succeeding to a Scottish Peerage were essentially different. In the former case, a writ was 
issued from Chancery as a matter of course, or the right to the Peerage was first determined 
by the Crown, or after a report by a Commission of Inquiry, appointed by the Crown. While, in 
the latter case, the person claiming to be a peer and successor in a Peerage, obtained a 
Decree of Service in his favour as heir, and then obtained possession, interim or finale in the 
course of proceedings instituted before the proper tribunals to decide thereon. As / have 
already explained, if any dispute arose as to the right, it was decided in the Court of Session 
as in an action, as in claim to heritage, or as in a proof of a pedigree. 

Till the middle of the last century, the mode of proceeding in claims to a Scottish Peerage was 
very usually by means of an Action of Reduction and Declarator raised in the Court of Session, 
for the purpose of reducing the Decree founded on by the Defendant, and of declaring that 
the Plaintiff was entitled to the Peerage. In one instance before Parliament, and here given 
as an outline of a complete Peerage claim in Scotland, the proceedings were as follow: 1) a 
petition to the court alleging the Petitioner's right to the Peerage, and stating all the grounds 
upon which the claim was made; 2) a warrant or charge against the defendant, summoning 
him to appear to answer the petition; 3) an answer, called an Information, by the Defendant 
to the petition; 4) an answer by the petitioner to the Defendant's information or statement; 
and 5) a reply by the Defendant to the petitioner's answer. The account of the pleadings here 
given is taken from documents in the charter chest of the Crawford family as to a Peerage 
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Claim before the Scottish Parliament; but in all its salient and important features, it is 
perfectly accurate as an account of the pleadings which would have taken place, as they 
ought to have taken place, in the Court of Session. 

After the pleadings were finished, the Court tried and decided upon the respective averments 
of the parties, and did so according to the established laws and customs of the Realm. 

This ancient mode of proceeding is well worthy of consideration by claimants to Scottish 
Peerages. It has the advantage of being conducted in the presence of trained Judges and 
Advocates, well versed in the history and antiquities and legal principles of Scotland, and of 
being much less dilatory and expensive than the present expensive and tedious process in the 
House of Lords. When the Committee of Privileges in the House of Lords had a Mansfield, a 
Loughborough or a Brougham - all Scotch as well as English lawyers - amongst them, the 
ancient laws and customs of Scotland were in no great danger of being ignored or 
overlooked. But, when merely English trained lawyers are called upon to decide finally and 
also in the first instance, upon matters of pure Scotch law and history, there is a grave 
danger of English law being applied to a greater degree in Scotch Peerages than ought to be 
the case. I have the highest opinion and veneration for the resolutions of the Committee of 
Privileges. Still, I humbly believe that an unfortunate, if not an unconstitutional attempt has 
been made, in several cases contested in the House of Peers as to the Peerage Claims from 
Scotland, to engraft the English Peerage law upon the rules of Scotch law as to Titles of 
Dignity. By the law of the land, the law of Scotland ought to be applied to all cases arising in 
Scotland. This is the principle laid down in the Articles of Union and repeatedly acknowledged 
by the most learned lawyers in treating of this subject. That the law and practice of Scotland 
should alone be applied in Scotch Peerage cases was held in the Cassillis Case in 1762, in the 
Sutherland case in 1771, and in the Moray case in 1793, and also as to the votes at the 
Election of Peers in Scotland in 1822 and 1830. Further, Lord Eldon, in the Annandale Peerage 
case, decided in 1826, said - "There is no doubt that the law of Scotland would equally apply 
in the case of a dignity which applies to an estate," and Lord Brougham, in the Polwarth 
Peerage' case, decided in 1835, said - "We, the Committee, of Privileges) are sitting in a 
Scottish Court as a Court of Appeal." In the Cassillis case. Lord Marchmont said that "the case 
must certainly be determined upon the general principles of the law where the case itself 
took its rise." Here, let me add that it was in the last mentioned case that it was laid down 
that, where honours did not clearly descend to heirs female, they ought to go to heirs male. 
This resolution or ruling, of course, never could, and never was intended to exclude heirs 
female. On the contrary, the Sutherland Peerage case was decided in 1771, on the strength 
of the evidence given in favor of the heir female; and, in the Borthwick Peerage case, decided 
in 1808, evidence was allowed to be given in favor of the contention that heirs female were 
entitled to succeed to the Borthwick honours. 

Taking all these facts into consideration, I am inclined to think that it would be well that, 
henceforth, all decisions in Scottish Peerage claims should first of all, be decided by a 
regularly constituted Scotch Tribunal. No one can doubt that a thorough investigation of the 
law, and of the whole facts and circumstances, in the ordinary court of the administration of 
justice, is a matter of the greatest importance in the furtherance of justice. And I venture to 
add that no Tribunal, or Court of Inquiry, is so well qualified to make that investigation in 
Scotch Peerage Cases as the Supreme Court of Civil Jurisdiction in Scotland. 1 


241 



That peerage claims in Scottish cases should proceed via the Scottish courts accords with 
what Lord Keith of Kinkel, a Law Lord, said in relation to the Viscountcy of Oxfuird claim in 
1977 (my emphasis): 'As regards procedure for claiming, in a simple case the normal 
procedure is for the succeeding heir to matriculate the arms of the peerage with the Lord 
Lyon at his Court in Edinburgh. The Lord Lyon is a judge, his Court is a court of law, and his 
decisions may be appealed to the Court of Session, and thence to the House of Lords. But at 
all events, in all simple cases of succession to Scottish peerages, it is the procedure before the 
Lord Lyon which establishes the right. 190 The arms having been matriculated by the Lyon, the 
Writ to Parliament follows automatically. But there may be complicated and difficult cases. 
Every application has to be served on the Lord Advocate and, if he thinks it appropriate, he 
may require that a petition be addressed to the Crown, and then the matter comes before 
the Committee for Privileges, which is what happened in the Oxfuird case. The reason why 
the Oxfuird case was complicated was not so much because of the law, or because of a lapse 
of time, but because the matter had been brought before the Committee for Privileges in 
1735 by an earlier claimant, and I think that I am right in saying that it was that 
circumstance which caused the present petition to the Crown to be presented by the 
claimant.' 191 Here he is describing a process in the Scottish courts, with an appeal to the 
House of Lords (now the Supreme Court) if necessary. 

2020 - Judicial review (COVID-19, use of hydroxychloroquine) 

If you only read or view the mainstream media, you are probably only aware that President 
Trump (that pompous, know-nothing idiot - according to Democrats) advocated the use of 
an anti-malarial drug called hydroxychloroquine (HCQ) for the treatment of COVID-19 and 
that the idea has been rubbished by practically everyone, including a number of reputable 
medical journals, leading scientists, senior health officials and so on (and every Democrat). 
Some sources have claimed that the drug is actually dangerous and one media pundit (on 
Fox) said unequivocally (and hysterically) "This drug will kill you." Given that this was said on 
the day that Trump announced that he was taking the drug, you would think that it might 


190 This is not quite correct. A peer can matriculate arms with the Lord Lyon but it is up to the 
House of Lords as to whether it accepts that matriculation as adequate proof of entitlement 
to the peerage in question. It might accept it, it might not. In other words, the matriculation 
does not definitively establish the right to sit and vote in the House of Lords. If the House of 
Lords does not accept the matriculation, then that matriculation (of the Lord Lyon) will have 
to be reduced (overruled) by the Court of Session. An interesting situation would arise if the 
Court of Session declined to do so. The matter would then presumably be appealed by the 
Crown to the Supreme Court, so we might have the Supreme Court contradicting the House 
of Lords. What would happen then? Lord Brougham said that the Committee for Privileges 
sits as a Scottish court of law in a Scottish peerage claim. This means that both the Supreme 
Court and the Committee for Privileges sit as a Scottish court - but which takes precedence? 
It's a bit of a mess, isn't it? Note that an action (say, for a declarator) can be started in the 
Court of Session, by-passing the Lord Lyon. 

191 House of Lords Hansard, 27/6/1977, Vol. 384, Column 901-902. 
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have occurred to the pundit that his statement was disproved proved by the fact that Trump 
was still alive - unless the Trump announcement was made by a giant ventriloquist's dummy. 

On the other hand, if you engage in any way with the so-called 'alternative media' you will 
be aware that there has been a battle royal going on around the use of HCQ to treat COVID- 
19; a battle which has reached an extraordinary intensity and has continued for some 
months. This battle has been reported to some degree in the mainstream media, but 
generally in a very slanted (anti-HCQ) way; along the lines of 'The drug is dangerous but one 
or two (clearly stupid) doctors claim otherwise.' The Daily Mail is an example. Why is this? 
Many people in the alternative media say this is because HCQ is a safe drug which has been 
in use for 70 or so years and costs very little, being off patent. A cheap, effective and safe 
treatment for COVID-19 is the last thing that the big pharmaceutical companies, or people 
like Bill Gates, or, according to some, various governments around the world, appear to 
want. Is the alternative media right or are they just 'conspiracy theorists' - and where do I 
come into it? 

I am 64 and I am the carer for my 91-year-old amputee mother, who is pretty much chair- 
bound. Both she and I have multiple serious health issues, including a heart condition in my 
case. My immune system is badly compromised and I catch every bug going. My view was 
very simply that if I caught the bug I would be dead. Not only that but if I caught the bug I 
would probably give it to my mother. Even if she survived, if I died there would be no-one to 
look after her. We self-isolated at a very early stage, believe me. In such circumstances, you 
will appreciate that I would jump at any medicine which shows any promise as a potential 
treatment for COVID-19. At the very least, I would be very keen for it to undergo medical 
trials at the earliest possible opportunity, and if it showed any efficacy I would be quite 
happy for the normal multi-year route to clinical approval to be by-passed. 

But this is not what happened. From various official statements and media reports, it 
appeared that the use of HCQ was banned in the UK almost from the start of the pandemic. 

A statement by Medicines and Healthcare products Regulatory Agency on 25/3/2020 said: 

'Chloroquine and Hydroxychloroquine not licensed for coronavirus (COVID-19) treatment 

Recent media reports have suggested that chloroquine can protect patients from coronavirus 
or treat COVID-19, the illness caused by a coronavirus. 

Published 25 March 2020 

From: Medicines and Healthcare products Regulatory Agency 

(https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/medicines-and-healthcare-products- 

regulatory-agency) 

We understand these are challenging times, and patients may be worried, but we are doing 
everything we can to continue to ensure patient safety. 
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Chloroquine and hydroxychloroquine are not licensed to treat COVID-19 related symptoms or 

prevent infection. 

Clinical trials are ongoing to test chloroquine and hydroxychloroquine as an agent in the 
treatment of COVID-19 or to prevent COVID-19 infection. These clinical trials are still not 
completed, so no conclusions have been reached on the safety and effectiveness of this 
medicine to treat or prevent COVID-19. 

Until i /ve have clear, definitive evidence that these treatments are safe and effective for the 
treatment of COVID-19, they should only be used for this purpose within a clinical trial. 

Find the latest NHS advice on coronavirus (https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/coronavirus- 
covid-19/) MHRA guidance on Coronavirus (COVID-19) 

(https://www.gov. uk/government/collections/mhra-guidance-oncoronavirus-covid-19) 
Published 25 March 2020' 

Source: https://www.gov.uk/govemment/news/chloroquine-and-hvdroxychloroquine-not- 

licensed-for-coronavirus-covid-19-treatment 


Although the words used are 'not licensed', it is clear that this was a ban to all intents and 
purposes. That these words were interpreted as a ban by the medical profession is 
confirmed by: 

1. The fact that my own GP, in a recorded telephone conversation on 31/3/2020, told 
me in unequivocal terms that clinicians are not allowed to prescribe the drug. 

2. A letter written to the Sunday Telegraph on 5/4/2020, which was from a doctor. Dr. 
Stephen R. Hopkins, who wrote 'The chief medical officer. Professor Chris Whitty, has 
banned doctors from treating Covid-19 with anything other than paracetamol and, in 
severe cases, oxygen.' 

3. Other comments from medical practitioners to a similar effect quoted in the media 
or appearing on-line or which I heard anecdotally. 

On this basis, it was clear to me that 'the Government' had effectively banned the use of 
HCQ for the treatment of COVID-19, outside trials. 

In the US, on the other hand, the FDA (Food and Drug Administration) issued an Emergency 
Use Authorisation on 28/3/2020 which authorized the use of HCQ and Chloroquine (CQ) for 
the treatment of adults or adolescents hospitalized with COVID-19 for whom a clinical trial is 
not available or participation is not feasible. 

It seemed contradictory to me that the use of HCQ should be banned in the UK but allowed 
in the US, even if only for hospitalized patients. Because various medical practitioners, 
including Professor Didier Raoult in France and Dr. Vladimir Zelenko in New York State, 
appeared to be achieving stunning results with HCQ, or an HCQ/zinc/azithromycin 
combination, and because HCQ had been used safely by millions of people for over 70 years 
or so (but there are always exceptions of course), including, it seems, hundreds of thousands 
of members of the US military, it seemed to me to be utter madness not to immediately 
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begin widespread trials of this cheap, safe and apparently effective drug - in the face of the 
complete absence of any known cure for what was the most deadly pandemic in the last 100 
years and possibly in human history. Even if the drug turned out not to be effective or not to 
be as effective as hoped, surely it was worth trying and, in the circumstances, using in 'real 
life' (actual treatment as opposed to limited trials) given the circumstances. There seemed to 
be a huge potential upside and very little potential downside. 

In this context I would draw attention to what Professor Whitty, the Chief Medical Officer 
(who, I understand, was the key decision-maker in introducing the ban), said in a November 
2014 paper concerning Ebola in Sierra Leone, 'Tough choices to reduce Ebola transmission' 
( https://www.nature.com/news/polopoly fs/1.16298!/menu/main/topColumns/topLeftCol 

umn/pdf/515192a.pdf) : 

'These interventions represent uncertain ground, but hesitation is more dangerous than 
trying out potentially ineffective methods (see 'Delays mean more deaths'). ’ 

’Until the outbreak is over, we will not know whether we have launched the best response. 

We invite critiques and suggestions, but must act swiftly. Further delay will result in more 
infections and deaths, and only sabotage future efforts. 1 

Clearly, in that case the effectiveness of the proposed measure was unknown because it had 
not been fully tested, but, as Professor Whitty said, they must act swiftly because, even 
though the effectiveness of the proposed measure has not been proved in the way we 
would like or normally expect, the consequence of not acting is likely to be much more 
harmful. Why did Professor Whitty and the UK government not apply the same logic in the 
COVID-19 pandemic? 

I applied for a judicial review of the decision to ban the use of HCQ in the UK in the High 
Court in London on the basis that it was unreasonable, in the relevant circumstances (that is, 
a dangerous pandemic caused by a virus with no known cure), to ban the use of HCQ in the 
UK when an authoritative body like the FDA in the US had authorized its use, even if in 
limited circumstances. Even Professor Whitty agreed that, in such circumstances, it was 
unreasonable to expect to conduct the normal trials for a new medicine, since this would 
lead to a significant delay which could lead to the deaths of many people - potentially 
millions of people worldwide. To me the choice seemed clear and obvious. 

I also applied for interim relief using the appropriate form (N463). Interim relief is used 
where, say, a person is about to be deported and the plane is sitting on the tarmac waiting 
to take off. The interim relief would be to delay the deportation until the person's asylum 
application had been heard - or whatever it is. But, in fact, I did not apply for interim relief as 
such, I applied for an early determination of my full application. The form allows you to do 
this. In other words, you do not have to apply for interim relief as such, you can just apply to 
have your substantive application dealt with urgently. This is what I did. 

By an order dated 11/4/2020, the judge dismissed my application for interim relief and 
rejected my application because it did not, according to her, comply with the Civil Procedure 
Rules. 
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'In the High Court of Justice CO Ref : CO/1351/2020 

Queen's Bench Division 
Administrative Court 

In the matter of an application for Judicial Review 

The Queen on the application of GRAHAM SENIOR MILNE 

versus 

DR CHRIS WHITTY 

On the application for judicial review 

Following consideration of the documents lodged by the Claimant 
Order by the Honourable Mrs Justice Lambert DBE 

1. The Claimant is to serve an amended claim which complies with the Civil Procedure Rules 
(as explained in The Administrative Court; Judicial Review Guide 2019) by no later than 4pm 
on 17 April 2020, the claim is dismissed. 

2. The application for urgent interim relief is dismissed. 

Reasons: 

This claim for JR does not comply with the Civil Procedure Rules (see, in particular, CPR 54 
and the Practice Direction 54A). The Claimant's attention is drawn to the Administrative 
Court: Judicial Review Guide 2019 which sets out the rules which must be followed clearly 
and simply. The Claimant must, for example: identify with particularity the decision which is 
challenged; provide a detailed statement of the grounds for bringing the claim for judicial 
review; provide a statement of facts relied upon and provide a draft of the Order which is 
sought. None of these reguirements have been complied with. 

I am prepared to give the Claimant a short period of time within which to regularise this 
claim. If not, the claim will be dismissed. 

This application came before me as an urgent matter for interim relief. The claim form N463 
makes no reference to the relief which is sought. It is a meaningless document and I dismiss 
the application for urgent interim relief. 1 

With regard to interim relief, I did not apply for interim relief, I applied for urgent 
determination of my application, which is rather a different thing. The form allows you to do 
this. The form N463 has a box against the statement 'Interim relief is sought and the 
application for such relief should be considered within [enter number] Hours/Days.' Clearly, if 
you do not tick the box, you are not asking for interim relief. I had ticked the box below 
which says 'The N461 application for permission should be considered within [24] 

Hours/Days.' So the relief I was seeking was the relief specified on the N461, the application 
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for judicial review. The N463 refers to the N461 application for Heaven's sake. Is it possible 
that a High Court Judge does not understand the forms of her own court? Or was she just 
being obstructive? 

With regard to my application (N461) not complying with the rules, this was also untrue. I 
challenged the decision to ban the use of HCQ. This was stated. I did not know the exact 
date of the decision so wrote 'March/April 2020', but I don't think there can be any doubt 
about which decision I was challenging. As for the grounds of challenge, this was very simple. 
It was nonsensical to ban the use of HCQ in the UK when HCQ had been approved for use by 
the FDA in the US. This was the only ground I needed to specify, given that all I had to show 
at this stage (the permission stage) was that I had what might turn out to be an arguable 
case (see below). The facts that I was relying on were (1) the fact that the use of HCQ was 
banned in the UK, and (2) the fact that the use of HCQ was not banned in the US. That's 
enough, surely? Brief, but to the point. With regard to the order I was seeking, this was also 
specified on the N461.1 wrote 'An order requiring the Chief Medical Officer to reconsider his 
decision not to authorise the use of hydroxychloroquine on the same basis as authorised for 
use in the USA by the FDA.' 

So the decision I was challenging was clear, the grounds for challenging that decision were 
clear and the relief I was seeking was clear. It was also clear that I was applying for these 
matters to be dealt with urgently by the court. 

Was it really not possible for the judge to work this out? I explained to the court why I had 
been brief as follows: 

'With regard to how much detail I should go into at the permission stage, I would draw your 
attention to the decision in R v. Inland Revenue Commissioners, ex p. National Federation of 
Self Employed and Small Businesses Ltd [1981] UKHL 2, where Lord Diplock said: 

'The whole purpose of requiring that leave should first be obtained to make the application 
for judicial review would be defeated if the court were to go into the matter in any depth at 
that stage. If, on a quick perusal of the material then available, the court thinks that it 
discloses what might on further consideration turn out to be an arguable case in favour of 
granting to the applicant the relief claimed, it ought, in the exercise of a judicial discretion, to 
give him leave to apply for that relief. The discretion that the court is exercising at this stage 
is not the same as that which it is called upon to exercise when all the evidence is in and the 
matter has been fully argued at the hearing of the application.' 

This is a Flouse of Lords decision binding on all lower courts including the Fligh Court. 

The law, as explained by Lord Diplock, therefore prevents me from going into the matter in 
'any depth', mainly because to do so at the permission stage would make any full judicial 
review hearing redundant, because all the evidence and arguments would have already been 
considered at the permission stage. It follows that all I can (am allowed to) do at this stage is 
to present 'what might on further consideration turn out to be an arguable case'.' 

I submitted an amended N461 on 14/4/2020 as the order required but I have heard nothing 
since, in spite of sending several reminders to the court. In effect, the justice system has 
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simply blocked my application - put it in the bin. This is simply stunning, given that tens of 
thousands of people have died from COVID-19 in the UK since then and that HCQ might have 
been (would have been, in my view, in light of the further evidence that has emerged) the 
one drug which could have saved their lives. What do you call it when a public official or 
officials has or have a duty to act to potentially save the lives of people who will otherwise 
die and he or they deliberately fail to act; that is, obstruct someone who is trying to save 
those lives? Murder? Manslaughter? The distinction seems to be rather academic doesn't it? 
I know what I would call it. To block a person's access to justice is bad enough, and a serious 
criminal offence (being an attempt to pervert the course of justice and misconduct in public 
office), but to do it when tens of thousands of lives are at stake and may well have been lost 
as a result? 

It gets worse. 

The Government Legal Department's response to my application was to argue that the use 
of HCQ was not banned and that medical practitioners were free to prescribe it. They 
pointed out that further guidance had been issued on 1/4/2020 to the effect that while the 
use of HCQ outside of trials was strongly discouraged, medical practitioners could still 
prescribe the drug. They also pointed out that paragraphs 67-74 of the General Medical 
Council's (GMC) Good practice in prescribing and managing medicines and devices (2013) 
(Appendix 2) gave practitioners a general power to prescribe approved drugs for off-licence 
use; in other words, a practitioner could prescribe an approved anti-malaria drug for the 
treatment of COVID-19. It seemed to me that this actually made the position worse; the 
government was still trying to prevent the use of HCQ for the treatment of COVID-19, by 
strongly discouraging its use outside trials, and were thus attempting to interfere with the 
doctor/patient relationship (Why, if HCQ is not dangerous?). If there was no medical reason 
(and there wasn't), then the reason was political. In short, the government wanted to have 
its cake and eat it. It wanted to prevent the use of HCQ in the treatment of COVID-19, by the 
use of phrases like 'not licensed' and 'strongly discouraged', while being able to argue that, 
technically, the use of HCQ for such a purpose was not actually banned. In my mind, this just 
made them dishonest on top of everything else. The use of such terminology ('not licensed' 
and 'strongly discouraged') makes the intention crystal clear. 

I suppose you could argue (and they did) that HCQ was unproven as a treatment for COVID- 
19. Well, OK then, but the same government gave the go-ahead for 5G on the basis that it 
hadn't been proved to be harmful, so why the change of tack in relation to HCQ, from 'We'll 
allow it because it hasn't been proved to be harmful 1 to 'We won't allow it because it hasn't 
been proved not to be harmful (apart from its widespread use for the last 70 years, of 
course)'? In my view, something stinks, I mean, really, really stinks. 

The HCQ battle continued through May and June and into July 2020. Let me summarize the 
key points as best I can. 

• A number of major 'official' research projects into the use of HCQ were started. The 
two most important I would say were those of the World Health Organisation (WHO), 
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called 'Solidarity', 192 and one led by Oxford University, called 'Recovery'. 193 1 think all 
of these projects concentrated on hospitalized patients who were seriously ill, 
whereas Dr. Zelenko and others said it was essential to treat patients early (in the 
first five days after symptoms appear, I believe). Also, the projects did not use the 
HCQ/zinc/azithromycin combination which Dr. Zelenko said was essential. Apparently 
the HCQ gives the zinc access to the cells, but it is the zinc that does the work. As he 
put it I think "HCQ is the gun, zinc is the bullet." So using HCQ without zinc is the 
equivalent of firing a blank. In other words, the projects were basically doing the 
wrong thing at the wrong stage in the illness. One is tempted to suspect that these 
projects were set up to fail. 

• The Lancet published a paper which claimed to be based on data from around the 
world on over 90,000 patients who had been treated with HCQ. The paper concluded 
that HCQ had little, if any, benefits in the treatment of COVID-19 and even led to an 
increased risk of heart problems and death. 194 

• The WHO suspended its research program on the basis of the Lancet paper. 

• A significant number of medical practitioners and academics were suspicious of the 
Lancet paper and demanded to see the underlying data. 

• The authors refused to provide it. 

• It turned out that the data was largely fraudulent. 

• The Lancet withdrew the paper; a virtually unprecedented step. 

• The WHO said it would resume its research project. 

• Almost immediately, Oxford University prematurely released the key findings of its 
research project, which were that HCQ was ineffective and carried a significantly 
increased risk of death. They reported a staggering 25.7% mortality rate. 

• It turned out that in the Oxford University project seriously ill patients were given 
over twice the dosage deemed to be potentially lethal. 195 

In a Youtube video, 'The HCQ Scandal' (on the Youtube channel 'The Highwire with Del 
Bigtree'), the interviewee, a Dr. Meehan, said (at 14 mins) that the project was 'designed to 
kill'. The interviewer, Del Bigtree, said (at 21 mins) 'This is murder.' Giving seriously ill 


192 https://www.who.int/emergencies/diseases/novel-coronavirus-2019/global-research-on- 

novel-coronavirus-2019-ncov/solidaritv-clinical-trial-for-covid-19-treatments . 

193 https://www.recoverytrial.net . 

194 

https://web.archive.Org/web/20200604194739/https://www.thelancet.com/iournals/lancet 

/article/PIIS0140-6736(20)31180-6/fulltext . 

195 Nass MD, Meryl; 'Covid-19 Has Turned Public Health Into a Lethal , Patient-Killing 
Experimental Endeavor'; June 20, 2020; https://ahrp.org/ . 
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patients more than twice a potentially lethal dose is murder - or attempted murder? Yes, I 
would say so. 196 

It is difficult to avoid the conclusion that powerful interests are working hard to prevent 
what is potentially a cheap, safe and effective cure for COVID-19 from being adopted. Or, 
rather, no other conclusion is possible. These interests include various governments, 
including the UK government, the mainstream media, 'big pharma', health organisations like 
the WHO, academic institutions and so on. The question for me here is whether these 
interests include the UK justice system. I would have to say 'Yes'. To me, the nonsensical 
order of the judge quoted above, combined with the fact that my application has 
subsequently been made to simply disappear, proves this beyond reasonable doubt. I 
submitted an amended N461 within the specified timeframe (by 17/4/2020) and the court 
was therefore bound (legally bound) to consider that N461, even if only to refuse me 
permission to proceed with a judicial review. For some reason, these parties are prepared to 
kill potentially millions of people to prevent a cure for COVID-19 from being found and 
adopted, perhaps until they can develop a vaccine which costs several thousand dollars a go. 
But I think it goes beyond mere money and into the realms of something truly evil. I have to 
conclude that the UK justice system is part of it. 

The Flying Nun, quantum physics and 'Angels of the lineage of Jesus' (Oh, and 
the Queens of Atlantis) 

Introduction 

Well, that's all the legal cases I have been involved in - so far. Let's get back to genealogy. 

My experience in genealogical research, mainly relating to the Senior family, but also, to a 
lesser extent, to the Hammersley, Hughes and Milne families, has been one of increasing 
astonishment. I find something that is simply mind-boggling, research it, write it up, and 
then I find something that is even more mind-boggling. This process has gone on until I 
reached the point where I became wary of looking at anything for fear of what I might find 
out. 

Pretty much everyone who undertakes family history research hopes to find interesting 
ancestors, by which they mean (let's face it) nobility or even royalty. In fact, many more 
people than one might think have such connections, which, personally, I think is a good 
thing. The more the merrier. I want everyone to have roots, to know where they came from 
and to feel attached to and part of something greater than themselves. Having roots gives 
you a sense of coming from somewhere, a sense of belonging to something (a nation, a town 
or village, a family), a sense of purpose and it gives you strength to face the future. You feel 
part of a much larger process, a continuum to which your ancestors have contributed, and to 


196 https://youtu.be/FBI pobBfck . See also 'Doctors Break Down COVID Response and the 
Demonization of HCQ' ( https://youtu.be/aaxKlivS79g ) for a very good explanation by Dr. 
Simone Gold ( https://thegoldopinion.eom/blog-l/f/the-politicization-of-hcq) and Dr. Dan 
Wohlgelernter. 
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which you, in your turn, are duty-bound to contribute as well. You have a duty to all those 
who went before you to build a good future, on which your children, and their children, can, 
in their turn, build an even better future. They did it for you and you must not let them 
down. You stand on the shoulders of others; people who struggled, many of whom who fell 
short in one way or another (but we all do to some extent), some who gave up, but many 
who didn't, and most of whom struggled (dutifully and without fuss, but nobly, had they but 
known it) to give their children a better life than they had. You are the inheritor of this gift; 
the gift of a thousand years of struggle and suffering. They are watching you in love and 
hope; at least, that is how one feels. And who can say that it is not so? This is what family 
history gives you - a sense of belonging and a sense of duty to the past and the future. 

Of course, the people who tilled the soil, or fished the seas and so on, were just as attached 
to and part of a place as the man who lived in the nearby manor house or castle, probably 
more so, but it is human nature to want ancestors who were not in the common mould and 
who were special or interesting in some way, even if they were robber barons and land 
thieves who lived by robbery and extortion. It's sad, but there you go. What snobs we are! 

On which theme, I thought that being a gardener was probably the most humble job a 
person could have (but worthwhile nonetheless). Then I found out that an ancestor of mine, 
on the Milne side, had been a gardener's servant. Well, that's a new level of humble, I guess. 
My father once went to visit the farm on which he had worked in this capacity and was 
shown the place where he lived (I was going to say house, but that word is not appropriate). 
It was a small shed; he and his family literally lived in a garden shed. So, I don't care if your 
ancestors lived six in a baked bean tin, I can trump you in the lousy life stakes. If I am going 
to be low life, I insist of being the lowest low life. Competitive? Moi? 

My researches into the Senior family made little progress for some years. We had a fairly 
comprehensive family tree going back to the progenitor of the family in this country, Moses 
Aaron Senior (d. 1736), described as a 'native of Spain', but we knew no more than that. 
Although the family story was that the Senior family were Spanish in origin, I had no idea 
that they were Jewish. I now know that my grand-father knew but, in those days, people 
were somewhat reticent about having Jewish origins. 

When I was about 22, 23 or so, I was ambling about in a second-hand bookshop in Tunbridge 
Wells when I saw a book cover which was clearly a pencil study for an oil portrait of my 
great-great-great-grandfather, Nassau William Senior (1790-1856), which was then hanging 
in my parent's dining room, and it was, in fact, a biography of him. An appendix in this book 
dealt with Nassau William Senior's 'remote paternal ancestors'. This identified that the 
family were Jewish, that they came from Spain, that a Don Abraham Senior of Castile was 
the progenitor of the family, that the family settled in cities like Amsterdam, Antwerp, 
Hamburg and so on, and later the West Indies and South America, but it revealed no definite 
link from Moses Aaron Senior backwards. The conclusion was that he probably came to 
London from Hamburg or, as second choice, Amsterdam or, as third choice, Barbados. 

That was how things stood for many years, but I eventually, and with much help from others, 
began to trace Don Abraham Senior's descendants. I eventually found the man who I believe 
was Moses Aaron Senior's father. His name was Joseph Senior (Saraiva) (d. 1694), who went 
from Hamburg to Barbados, where he owned a sugar plantation, married and had children 
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(actually I think he had a family already when he arrived in Barbados). I have no positive 
proof showing that Joseph was the father of Moses (that is, a document which shows that 
Joseph had a son called Moses Aaron Senior), but there is strong circumstantial evidence. 
Moses Aaron Senior was, as I discovered later, described as 'a West Indian Jew', 197 he 
married the widow of a man who owned a plantation in Barbados (called 'Baldrick's'), 198 and 
his children owned a plantation called 'Seniors', with others on that and other islands. His 
eldest son, Nassau Thomas Senior, married a Barbadian lady called Frances Raven. So, it is 
overwhelmingly likely that Moses Aaron Senior came from Barbados and there was only one 
Jew with that surname who lived on Barbados at the right time and that was Joseph Senior 
(Saraiva), so, on the basis that we have a list of possible candidates of one, I am confident 
that the link is established as follows. 

1. Don Abraham Senior/ Fernan (Ferdinand) Perez Coronel of Castile (1410/12-1493), 
lived at Segovia, near Madrid = (1) Dona Violante de Cabrera 199 (apparently a relative 
of Andres de Cabrera (1430-1511), 1st Marquis of Moya, himself of converso 
descent) and (2) Dona Maria Sanches del Rio and had issue an eldest son; 

2. Juan CJoao 1 ) Perez Coronel (d. c. 1504/5), lived at Segovia, described as a 'Knight of 
Philip I in France 1 (an ambassador perhaps) = Cataline del Rio and had issue; 

3. Inigo Lopez Coronel (b. c. 1490), born in Segovia = Not known and had issue; 

4. Francisco Coronel, lived at Salvaterra, Spain, served in the army of Flanders = Not 
known and had issue; 

5. Antonio Coronel (b. c. 1523), moved to Moncao, Portugal in 1588 = (c. 1548) Isabel 
Dias (b. c. 1527) and had issue; 

6. Heitor Coronel (b. c. 1549) = (c. 1574) ? Saraiva (b. c. 1553) and had issue; 

7. Antonio Saraiva Coronel of Hamburg (d. 1665) = Ester de Joao Ramires and had issue; 

8. Joseph Senior (Saraiva) of Barbados (d. 1694) = Not known and had issue; 

9. Moses Aaron Senior of London (b. 1690/1 d. 1736) = Elizabeth Baldrick and had issue. 

While researching the Senior/Coronel family in Spain, I came across several mentions of a 
Maria Coronel. I found these very confusing because she seemed to have lived at different 


197 Jews of Britain by P H Emden (published c.1943) states, page 58, footnote 1: 'NASSAU 
WILLIAM SENIOR, son of the Rev. John Raven Senior, Vicar of Durnford, Wiltshire, and great 
grandson of Aaron Senior, a West Indian Jew, who had been naturalised in 1723 [...].' 

198 Elizabeth Baldrick, nee Halsey (who married, thirdly in 1739, Charles Hutton), third cousin 
once removed, through her grandmother, Mary Vincent, of William Pitt (1708-1778), Prime 
Minister and 1st Earl of Chatham. 

199 Some scholars believe that Miguel de Cervantes was of Jewish ancestry. His paternal 
great-grandmother was a Catalina de Cabrera, wife of Roderigo de Cervantes Saavedra. 
Perhaps there is a connection here. See 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Miguel de Cervantes#Controversy about ethnic and religio 

us background . 


252 














places at different times. The references could not possibly all relate to the same person, so I 
decided to try and sort them out. 

It turned out that there were four Maria Coronels and they all seemed to be of the same 
family or, at least, to belong to two connected Coronel families, the link being their common 
descent from the de Aguilar family. Lords of Aguilar de la Frontera ('The Eagle's Nest of the 
Frontier'). 

Maria Alonso Coronel (1267-1332) 

Maria Alonso Coronel (1267-1332), a rich heiress, was the wife of Don Alonso Perez de 
Guzman ('El Bueno' or 'The Good') (1256-1309), Lord of Sanlucar de Barrameda, one of the 
great heroes of Spanish history. They were the ancestors of (founders of the house of) the 
Dukes of Medina-Sidonia (a Duke of Medina-Sidonia commanded the Spanish Armada in 
1588). 

In 1294, during the siege of the castle of Tarifa, which Don Alonso Perez de Guzman 
commanded, by Don Juan (1262-1319), brother of King Sancho IV, and the Moors of 
Morocco, Don Juan threatened to kill Don Alonso Perez de Guzman's young son, Pedro 
Alonso Perez de Guzman, who Don Juan held captive, if Don Alonso Perez de Guzman did 
not surrender the castle. Guzman threw down his own knife to Don Juan to show how much 
he despised Don Juan's conduct, saying "I did not beget a son to be mode use of against my 
country, but that he should serve her against her foes. Should Don Juan put him to death, he 
will but confer honour on me, true life on my son, and on himself eternal shame in this world 
and everlasting wrath after death." Don Juan immediately murdered Pedro Alonso Perez de 
Guzman in front of the castle walls. The siege failed. 



Statue of Don Alonso Perez de Guzman (’El Bueno 1 ) (1256-1309) in Tarifa. This shows him in 
the act of throwing down his knife to Don Juan. 
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Her tomb with the Coronel arms can be seen in the Monastery of San Isidoro del Campo in 
Santiponce, Seville, which she and her husband founded. The tomb is inscribed with part of 
verse 79 of the Labyrinth of Fortune (1444) by Juan de Mena, translated as follows: 

'Oh illustrious Rome! If only you had known of her 
when you ruled the whole world! 

What glory! What fame! What prose! What verse! 

What a temple of purity would you have built for her!' 

According to a generally accepted legend, in 1291, during the absence of her husband in 
Morocco, Maria Alonso Coronel was subject to such temptations of the flesh that, in order to 
overcome them, she inserted a flaming brand into her 'natural member', thus causing an 
injury that she suffered from for the rest of her life. The flaming brands shown either side of 
the coat of arms above her tomb apparently refer to this legend. 



The tomb of Maria Alfonso Coronel in the Monastery of San Isidoro del Campo, Santiponce, 
Seville, with the Coronel coat of arms above (or five eagles displayed gules(?)) and the 
flaming brands. 
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Maria Fernandez Coronel (1334-1409) 



The uncorrupted body of Maria Fernandez Coronel (1334-1409), de jure Princess of Castile 
and Princess of Atlantis, in the Convent of St. Agnes (St. Ines), Seville. 


Maria Fernandez Coronel (1334-1409), de jure Princess of Castile and Princess of Atlantis, 
was the great niece of Maria Alonso Coronel (1267-1332). She was the youngest of the three 
daughters of Alfonso Fernandez Coronel, Lord of Aguilar de la Frontera ('The Eagle's Nest of 
the Frontier'), who inherited the Lordship via an heiress of the de Aguilar family. 200 He was 
executed by King Peter the Cruel (1334-1369) in 1353. King Peter the Cruel also executed 
Maria's husband, Juan de la Cerda (1327-1357), de jure Prince of Castile, in 1357. 

• Juan de la Cerda (1327-1357) was the younger son of Luis de la Cerda (1291-1348), 1st 
Prince of the Fortunate Isles or Isles of the Blessed (Canary Islands), Count of Clermont 
(France), 1st Count of Talmont (France) and Admiral of France, and Leonor Perez de 
Guzman y Coronel. Following the grant to him of the Fortunate Isles by Pope Clement VI, 
including his coronation by the Pope in Avignon, Luis de la Cerda was known popularly as 
'Infante de la Fortuna' ('Child of Fortune'). The islands listed in the Papal Bull of 15 
November 1344 (Tu devonitis sinceritas) included 'Atlantica', a name derived from Pliny, 
so Luis de la Cerda became (certainly) Lord of Atlantica and (arguably) Lord of Atlantis, 
sometimes identified with the Canary Islands. On this basis, his wife, Leonor Perez de 
Guzman y Coronel, became Queen of Atlantis. 

• Luis de la Cerda (1291-1348) was the fourth son of Alfonso de la Cerda ('The 
Disinherited') (1270-1333) and Matilda of Brienne. 


200 The de Aguilar family were descended from a troubadour and knight-errant (some of his 
songs are extant) called Gonzalo Yanez do Vinhal y Aguilar (d. 1283), 1st Lord of Aguilar 
(including Monturque), who served three Kings of Castile (Fernando III of Castile, Alfonso X 
of Castile, Sancho IV of Castile) in successive wars against the Moors in both Portugal and 
Castile and who was eventually killed in battle in 1283. He is buried in the Royal Chapel of 
San Clemente in the Cathedral of Cordoba. 
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• Alfonso de la Cerda (1270-1333) was the elder son of Ferdinand de la Cerda (1253-1275) 
and Blanche of France (1253-1323), daughter of King Louis IX of France. 

• Ferdinand de la Cerda (1253-1275) was the Crown Prince of Castile as the eldest son of 
King Alfonso X of Castile (1221-1284) and Violante of Aragon ('de la Cerda' means 'of the 
bristles' and refers to the fact that Ferdinand was born with a full head of hair). 

On the death of Alfonso X in 1284, the throne of Castile, which should have passed to 
Alfonso de la Cerda (1270-1333), was usurped by Sancho of Castile (1258-1295), younger 
brother of Ferdinand de la Cerda (1253-1275), who thereby became King Sancho IV of 
Castile. Sancho IV was the great-grandfather of King Peter the Cruel (1334-1369). 

Of the brothers of Luis de la Cerda (1291-1348) - Ferdinand (1286-C1340), Alfonso (1289- 
1327) and Henry (1290-after 1326), it appears that only Alfonso left any male children, and 
that child, Charles de la Cerda, Constable of France and Count of Angouleme, was murdered 
in 1354. Thus, from 1354, Luis de la Cerda (c 1325-1383), 2nd Prince of the Fortunate Isles 
and 2nd Count of Talmont, son of Luis de la Cerda (1291-1348) and elder brother of Juan de 
la Cerda (1327-1357), was de jure (rightful) King of Castile. So Juan de la Cerda (1327-1357), 
who married Maria Coronel (1334-1409), was de jure (rightfully) a prince of Castile and in 
line to the throne of Castile after his elder brother, Luis. 

Luis de la Cerda (1291-1348), de jure (rightful) King of Castile, married Leonor Perez de 
Guzman y Coronel, daughter of Don Alonso Perez de Guzman ('El Bueno') (1256-1309), Lord 
of Sanlucar de Barrameda, and Maria Alonso Coronel (1267-1332). Thus, Maria Alonso 
Coronel's daughter, Leonor, became de jure (rightful) Queen of Castile. So Maria Alonso 
Coronel (1267-1332) was the grandmother of the two sons of Luis de la Cerda (1291-1348), 
that is Luis de la Cerda (c 1325-1383) and Juan de la Cerda (1327-1357), who were de jure 
(rightful) heirs of the throne of Castile, and her great-niece, Maria Coronel (1334-1409) was 
the wife of the younger of those two rightful heirs (Juan) and, as such, de jure a Princess of 
Castile. 

The blood of the de la Cerda family found its way back into the royal line of Castile with the 
marriage of King Henry II of Castile (1334-1379) to Juana Manuel (1339-1381), great- 
granddaughter of Ferdinand de la Cerda (1253-1275). King Henry II, who married a member 
of the de la Cerda family, murdered King Peter the Cruel, who had murdered Juan de la 
Cerda, husband of Maria Coronel, rightfully in line to the throne of Castile between 1354 and 
1357. 

A woman of astonishing beauty, known as 'Florde los Cielos' ('The Flower of the 
Heavens'), 201 Maria Coronel was pursued by King Peter the Cruel. She eventually fled into 
the Convent of Santa Clara, Seville, where she poured boiling oil onto her face and body to 
disfigure herself and dampen the King's ardour (remember that this was the man who 


201 Her sister, Aldonza Coronel, was known as 'The Flower of the World'. She became the 
mistress of King Peter the Cruel, possibly to obtain a pardon for her husband in exile. King 
Peter the Cruel later imprisoned her in the Torre del Oro (The Golden Tower) in Seville, 
where he also kept his treasure ( http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Torre del Pro) . 
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murdered her father and her husband). She founded the Convent of St. Agnes (St. Ines), 
Seville, in 1374, and became the first abbess. Her uncorrupted body is on display there every 
2nd December, the anniversary of her death. 


Connection between the Coronel family and the Senior/Coronel family. 
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Following the execution of Alfonso Fernandez Coronel in 1353, the Lordship of Aguilar de la 
Frontera was inherited by Bernard II de Cabrera (executed 1364), Viscount of Cabrera (son of 
Bernard I de Cabrera, Viscount of Cabrera and Leonor, daughter of Gonzalo Yanez do Vinhal 
y Aguilar (d. 1283), 1st Lord of Aguilar), but the lordship was later granted by King Henry II to 
Gonzalez Fernandez de Cordoba in 1370 and so lost to the Cabrera family, the rightful heirs. 
Bernard V de Cabrera (d. 1466), Viscount of Cabrera, was the father of another Bernard de 
Cabrera, who was the father of an only (illegitimate) daughter, Violante de Cabrera, who, by 
a process of elimination, I believe was the Violante de Cabrera who married Don Abraham 
Senior, who adopted the name Fernan (Ferdinand) Perez Coronel on his conversion to 
Christianity in 1492. Thus it appears that the children of Don Abraham Senior (1410/12- 
1493) and Violante de Cabrera were de jure heirs (or potential heirs) of the Coronel family in 
the Lordship of Aguilar de la Frontera, through descent from the de Aguilar family, original 
Lords of Aguilar de la Frontera. The wife of Fernan Gonzalez Coronel (above) was Sancha 
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Infguez de Aguilar (other sources say she was Sancha Vazquez de Acuna) but since her 
grandson inherited the Lordship of Aguilar, it appears that it must be the former. 202 

Maria Senior/Coronel and the slave who became a queen 

Maria Coronel, a grand-daughter of Don Abraham Senior/Fernan (Ferdinand) Perez Coronel, 
was the second wife of (and mother of the two sons of) Juan Bravo (x. 1521), the popular 
Spanish hero who led a revolt against the Emperor, Charles V. This was the War of the 
Communities (1520-22), the first popular revolution in history. He was a member of the 
most distinguished family in Spain, the Mendoza family, Dukes of Infantado (his mother was 
Maria de Mendoza, daughter of the Count of Monteagudo). 



Statue of Juan Bravo (x. 1521) in Segovia. 

Maria Coronel married, secondly, Fadrique de Solis and had issue. For this reason, the family 
chapel is called the Coronel-Solis Chapel (otherwise the Chapel of the Descent from the 
Cross (Capilla del Descendimiento), Monastery of Santa Maria del Parral, Segovia). It is 
possible that this is the family of Isabel de Solis, a beautiful maiden who was captured by the 
Moors in 1470. She was kept in what is now known as 'The Tower of the Captive' at the 
Alhambra Palace, which was named after her. Abu l-Hasan AN, the King of Granada, fell in 
love with her and made her his Queen. She was known amongst the Moors as 'Zoraya' ('The 
Star of the Morning'). The Segovia de Solis family into which Maria Coronel married certainly 
used the same coat of arms as the noble de Solis family. A Jewish de Solis family later 


202 

http://fmg.ac/Proiects/MedLands/SPANISH%20NOBILITY%20LATER%20MEDIEVAL%202.htm 

# Toc277571932. 
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became prominent in the United States. It is not known whether this family is descended 
from the family of Isabel de Solis. 



The Tower of the Captive at the Alhambra, where Isabel de Solis was held before she 
became Queen of Granada. 
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Marfa Coronel y Arana (1602-1665) 



Marfa Coronel y Arana (1602-1665), Abbess of Agreda, Spain, better-known by her religious 
name, the Venerable Marfa de Jesus de Agreda, aged 20. Painting in the Museum of the 
Viceroyalty of New Spain, Tepotzotlan, Mexico. 

'this mystic phenomenon, unparalleled in the entire history of the world" - Doctor Carlos E. 
Castaneda, Catholic historian. 

'In many respects her life was a faithful copy of that of St. Francis. The miracle of bilocation 
related of her is in fact more remarkable and lasted a longer time than that recorded 
anywhere in the lives of the saints. Her good sense, her truthfulness, her sincerity, her 
humility, her unselfish love of God and man eminently adapted her for the communication of 
messages from God to men.' - The Special Notice to the Reader in the first (1912) English 
edition of The Mystical City of God. 
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Marfa de Agreda at a Mass in San Angelo, Texas, in about 2010 or 2011 I think, with Michael 
David Pfeifer, Bishop of San Angelo. This image appears to be a photo of a photo (you can 
see the edges of the photo in the top-right and top-left corners and you can also see the 
glossy photo surface in the bottom-left). Note the face of a woman in the cloth banner of 
Marfa de Agreda at the bottom-right of the picture. The face cannot have been super¬ 
imposed because it appears behind the 'S' of 'SOR MARIA'. The face cannot be a reflection 
because the material is matt (non-reflective) cloth. Also the angles are all wrong. Put simply, 
this is an image of a person who wasn't there. In an E-Mail to me about the picture dated 
7/11/2019, Bishop Michael wrote: 'Several people called it a miracle. I referred to it as a 
heavenly manifestation from wonderful Sor Maria.' 

Marfa Coronel y Arana (1602-1665), Abbess of Agreda, Spain, is better-known by her 
religious name, the Venerable Marfa de Jesus de Agreda. She is also known as 'The Lady in 
Blue' and sometimes as 'The Blue Nun' or 'The Flying Nun'. 203 

Being a 'Venerable' is the first stage on the path to sainthood. The steps are 'Venerable', 
'Blessed' and then 'Saint'. To be made 'Venerable' requires a life of heroic virtue, which 
requires faith, hope, charity, prudence, justice, temperance and fortitude. Every aspect of a 
candidate's life will be examined in minute detail for any sign of deviation from the path of 
virtue. Beatification, the second step, requires a miracle or a declaration of martyrdom. 
Canonization requires a further miracle. Sor (Sister) Maria performed numerous miracles but 
her path to sainthood has been blocked for over 300 years due to fears that her book, 'The 
Mystical City of God', described below, would become the 5 th Gospel of the Bible (The 
Roman Catholic Church is actually afraid of her - every Pope, on his succession, is given a 
Judicium written by Pope Benedict XIV in 1758 advising future Popes against either 
approving or condemning The Mystical City of God). Thus the Church will not approve the 


203 See http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Maria de Agreda . 
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book, but it is also too scared to condemn it. This must be unique. Since Vatican II (1962-5) 
her path to sainthood has been blocked in an attempt to downplay the role of the Virgin 
Mary as Co-Redemptress and Mediatrix of All Graces. This has been done not for doctrinal 
reasons but, believe it or not, to appease Protestants and other non-Catholics. It won't work 
of course. 

'For more than three and a half centuries, the Venerable Mary of Agreda has been a 
controversial figure. Fler cause for beatification has been violently opposed on two grounds: 
fraudulent claims to mystical experience, and false theology boarding on heresy . Recently 
[1999] the Hoiy Office (Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith) has definitively cleared the 
Venerable Mary of the first charges, but indicated her beatification would equivalently give 
approval to an irrelevant and potentially harmful marioloqy . In this book, Fr. Llamas 
vigorously defends the orthodoxy and profound biblical character of her mariology as well as 
its relevance to the Church today.' - Cover note of Venerable Mother Agreda and the 
Mariology of Vatican II by Fr. Enrique Llamas (Salamanca; 2003; 2006 reprint). 

'This amazing episode in American history should be written in every history book and known 
by all Americans, for it proves that the Catholic religion is the one true religion, since only by 
the power of God could Sister Maria de Agreda have done what she did.' (Miller, Adam; 
Discovering a Lost Fleritage - The Catholic Origins of America; Marian Publications Inc.; 2006; 
P- 79) 

'Among the holy souls of past centuries who have been loaded with signal favors and 
privileges by the Queen of Fieaven, we must, without doubt, place in the first rank Mary of 
Jesus, often styled of Agreda, from the name of the place in Spain where she passed her life. 
The celebrated J. Gorres, in his monumental work. Mysticism, fears not to cite as an example 
the life of Mary of Agreda, in a chapter entitled, "The Culminating Point of Christian 
Mysticism." Indeed, there could be found no more perfect model of the highest mystic ways. 
Fler life is a striking example, in which it is important to study attentively the progress of a 
soul which, according to the words of the prophet, ascends by degrees to the height of 
perfection: ibunt de virtute in virtutem - goes from virtue to virtue.' ( The Abbe J. A. Boullan, 
D.D.) 

Sor (Sister) Marfa was the daughter of Don Francisco Coronel and his wife Catalina de Arana, 
both of Agreda, who were described as noble but humble and intensely religious. 

• According to The Blue Nun - Marla Jesus de Agreda: 'She had descended on her 
father's side from a Jewish convert, or "converso", who had served as the chief tax 
collector for the Catholic Monarchs, Ferdinand and Isabella, after they had energized 
the Inquisition primarily for the purpose of persecuting the Jewish people in Spain.' 204 
This is Don Abraham Senior. 

• Professor Jose Vilahomat, Professor of Spanish at Hendrix College, Conway, Arizona, 
citing Kendrick, T D, (Mary of Agreda: The Life and Legend of a Spanish Nun; 
Broadway House; London; 1967; pp. 8-11) states, in his 2004 paper. Sister Maria de 


204 Sharp, J. W.; DesertUSA; January 2008. 
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Jesus Agreda: The authority of faith, that Francisco Coronel was 'of Jewish descent' - 
and the only Jewish Coronel family was the Senior/Coronel family. 

• Marilyn Fedewa, author of Maria of Agreda: Mystical Lady in Blue, in a 2004 article in 
MiGente Magazine (Mel Gibson's Spanish Connection) states that 'Like her 
countrywoman Teresa of Avila, Agreda's own ancestors were Jewish.' 205 

Flow do we even begin to explain Maria de Agreda? 

In the first place, she wrote the most important religious book of all time, after the Bible, The 
Mystical City of God, 'the most extraordinary and astonishing [book] which has ever come 
from the hand of a human creature', which was dictated to her word for word by the Virgin 
Mary. 

'When Philip IV, King of Spain, heard that Mother Mary of Jesus had written a life of the 
Virgin Mary, he requested a copy from her. At first she was unwilling, but finally yielded to his 
entreaty. He was astonished at the depth of doctrine it contained, and submitted it to 
eminent theologians for examination. One of them said that "he would wager upon a whole 
room full of theologians, that this woman possessed the divine science.'" - Doctor Carlos E. 
Castaneda, Catholic historian. 

'Whoever shall read this work with good will shall become learned; and whosoever shall 
'pray' and meditate on it, will desire sanctity.' - Rev. Andrew Mendo, S.J., Professor of the 
University of Salamanca, quoted by Doctor Carlos E. Castaneda, Catholic historian. 

'P.D. Diegus de Silva, Abbot of the order of St. Benedict and Bishop of Guardia, delegated by 
King Philip IV to examine the first edition of the Mystical City of God, seems to us to sum up 
the total of all these praises in this sentence: "With the exception of Sacred Scripture, the 
heavenly wisdom which it contains has never before been revealed to mortals.'" - Doctor 
Carlos E. Castaneda, Catholic historian 

In his beautiful introduction to the work. Father Laurent speaks of Maria de Jesus de Agreda 
as follows: 

'At thirty-five years of age, in one of her ecstatic visions, she receives from Heaven the order 
to write the history of the Mother of God. Through humility she declines the honor, thinking 
herself unworthy; she seeks to avoid that mission which she judges herself incapable of 
accomplishing, but the will of the Lord being clearly manifested, she obeys as a submissive 
daughter, and writes that admirable book The Mystical City. Divine inspiration is impressed 
on every page. Reading it we become convinced that it was only in the heavenly regions into 
which she was ravished, that she could have acquired the knowledge of the most sublime 
mysteries, the revelation of the most adorable and ineffable designs of the Most High on the 
august Mary. It is under the direction of Mary that she retraces the history of the mortal life 
of the Queen of Heaven, so that this work, written by a poor girl, destitute of human or 

acquired science and living in the obscurity of the cloister, is, perhaps, the most extraordinary 


205 See http://www.cambridgeconnections.net/Maria MiGenteMarch04.html . 
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and astonishing which has ever come from the hand of a human creature. The author 
unhesitatingly touches on the highest mysteries of religion, and explains them with rare 
clearness. She develops without embarrassment, and with wonderful facility. Catholic dogma 
and the most difficult passages of the Scriptures; sacred chronology is as familiar to her as to 
the most eminent doctors; she reveals the most hidden ways of Providence; sacred theology, 
sublime philosophy, knowledge of natural sciences, persuasive eloquence, all are found there, 
even to neatness, correctness, sublimity, strength and elegance of style. 1 (Life of the Ven. M. 
Mary of Ag red a; pp. 16-17). 

The Mystical City of God was first published in 1670, five years after Sor Maria's death, and 
has since been republished some 250 times in over 80 editions in a dozen or so languages, 
including Arabic and Tamil, though the sources vary on the precise numbers; it has been 
read by millions of Roman Catholics around the world. The book was not translated into 
English until the early 20th century on account of Protestant hostility towards Marian 
theology, which is evident in the writings of Protestant authors. In addition to recounting the 
life of the Virgin Mary and revealing many previously unknown details of the life of Christ, 
the book propounded three already existing major doctrines; that is, the Immaculate 
Conception of the Virgin Mary (which was highly controversial at the time but which became 
church dogma in 1854), the Virgin Mary as Co-Redemptress and Mediatrix of All Graces 
(which has not yet been accepted by the Church but which has wide support amongst senior 
Roman Catholic clergy, including over 500 Cardinals and Bishops) and Papal Infallibility 
(which became church dogma in 1870). The book was and remains controversial and was 
placed on the Church's Index of Forbidden Books in June 1681 as a result of the 
machinations of Spanish 'Maculists' (that is, those who opposed the 'Immaculist' doctrine of 
the Immaculate Conception), but the ban was removed in November of the same year 
following an uproar in Spain in which the King and Queen of Spain appealed directly to Pope 
Innocent XI. Today the official position of the church is that the book may be read by the 
faithful. The book has received the personal approval of many senior members of the Roman 
Catholic Church, including six Popes, but, as stated, has not received the official approval of 
the Church because, according to a ruling of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith in 
1999, the view of the Virgin Mary in the book contrasts with that of Sacred Scripture and the 
Mariology of Vatican II, even though the same ruling stated that the book is free of doctrinal 
error - a logical contradiction it seems to me. 

I do not intend to go further into this aspect of her life because she stands or falls on the 
basis of her 'travels' to the Indians of the south-western USA, as it now is, which I deal with 
below, and which I believe took place precisely to prove the authorship of The Mystical City 
of God. 

In the second place, Sor Maria travelled by means of bilocation (being in two places at once) 
to visit and evangelize the Indian tribes of the south-western USA, mainly New Mexico and 
Texas. 
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Marfa de Jesus de Agreda (Marfa Coronel y Arana) converting the Indians of Texas/New 
Mexico. 

It is easy to dismiss the whole idea of bilocation (I did initially) but quantum physics shows 
that the concept is far from impossible; in fact, it is theoretically feasible. There is a 
phenomenon called 'entanglement', where particles become 'connected' (locked in step) so 
that a change in the state of one is instantly reflected in the other, no matter how far apart 
they are. In fact, the further apart they are the stronger the bond becomes. Einstein knew 
about 'entanglement' and called it 'spooky action at a distance'. If it baffled Einstein is it any 
surprise that it baffles the rest of us? 

A 30/5/2014 article in The Times ("Beaming up people could be possible") states: ’Star Trek- 
style "beaming up" of people through space could become a reality in the far future, the 
leader of a landmark teleportation experiment has said. Nothing in the laws of physics 
fundamentally forbids the teleportation of large objects, including humans, Ronald Hanson 

pointed out. "What we are teleporting is the state of a particle," said Professor Hanson, of 
Delft University of Technology in the Netherlands. "If you believe we are nothing more than a 
collection of atoms strung together in a particular way; then in principle it should be possible 
to teleport ourselves from one place to another. In practice it’s extremely unlikely, but to say 
it can never work is very dangerous." Professor Hanson's team showed for the first time that 
it was possible to teleport information encoded into sub-atomic particles between two points 
three metres apart with 100 per cent reliability. Teleportation exploits the way "entangled" 
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particles acquire a merged identity; with the state of one instantly influencing the other no 
matter how far apart they are. Albert Einstein dismissed entanglement, calling it "spooky 
action at a distance", but scientists have repeatedly demonstrated that it is a real 
phenomenon. The research is published in the latest online edition of the journal Science . 206 A 
more ambitious experiment, involving the teleportation of information between buildings on 
the university campus 1,300 metres apart, is planned in July.' 

I believe that Chinese scientists have since shown that entanglement works at distances over 
1,000km, between earth and a satellite. 

In October 2018, physicists reported producing quantum entanglement using living 
organisms, particularly between living bacteria and quantized light. 207 

Do you think science will ever catch up with religion? 

If we accept, as we must, that we have hardly even scratched the surface of 'entanglement', 
how it works and how it can be initiated and managed, then we must accept the possibility 
of bilocation in the sense of a mass of particles instantly reflecting the state of another mass 
of particles (which might be a human body) thousands of miles away, and the possibility that 
such a phenomenon could, potentially, be initiated by a person. We have, after all, built 
machines that can do this and the human body is a far more complex machine than any 
designed by man. 

Once we have accepted this possibility then we cannot say that it is impossible for Sor Maria 
to have bilocated between Spain and the south-west of the USA. My view is that people will 
reject the idea of Sor Maria bilocating not because they believe that bilocation is 
scientifically impossible, but on the basis of the reason bilocation was possible for Sor Maria, 
which was her love of God and that, as quoted above, 'only by the power of God could Sister 
Maria de Agreda have done what she did'. This is something that an atheist will not accept, 
which means that they must reject the possibility of bilocation at all costs - and they will do 
precisely that. 


206 Bernien, H.; Blok, M. S.; Hanson, R.; Hensen, B.; Markham, M.; Pfaff, W.; Schouten, R. N.; 
Taminiau, T. H.; Tiggelman, M. J.; Twitchen, D. J.; van Dam, S. B.; "Unconditional quantum 
teleportation between distant solid-state quantum bits"-, Science; 29/5/2014. 

207 Coles, D.M.; Farrow, T.; Marletto, C.; Vedral, V.; "Entanglement between living bacteria 
and quantized light witnessed by Rabi splitting"; Journal of Physics: Communications; 
10/10/2018. 

O'Callaghan, Jonathan; ""Schrodinger's Bacterium" Could Be a Quantum Biology Milestone - 
A recent experiment may have placed living organisms in a state of quantum entanglement"; 
Scientific American; 29/10/2018; accessed 29/10/2018. 
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But even if we accept the possibility of bilocation, what makes us believe that Sor Maria did 
actually bilocate between Spain and the south-west of the USA? I will try to explain it as 
simply as I can. 

Apart from her authorship of The Mystical City of God, Sor Maria is best known for having 
instructed certain Indian tribes of Arizona, New Mexico and Texas in the Roman Catholic 
faith, including the Jumanos (or Humanos), by means of bilocation. She described herself 
bilocating to America over 500 times, sometimes several times a day, between 1620 and 
1631, though mainly between 1620 and 1623. She never left her convent in Spain but was 
able to accurately describe many exact details of her visits to Arizona, New Mexico and 
Texas, including people and events which could only have been known to someone who had 
actually been there - and which were independently confirmed by such people. These 
people included Father Alonso de Benavides who wrote that her descriptions of the area and 
people, which he knew well as head (Custos) of the missions in New Mexico, 'were so exact 
that a person who had been therefor many years and had travelled over the entire country 
could not have answered with more truth and sincerity'. One of the people she described 
meeting was a one-eyed Indian chief called Tuerto, who was known to Father Alonso de 
Benavides. Records of the period also describe Tuerto's recollections of the 'Lady in Blue', 
which means that there is two-way confirmation. In addition, on many well-documented 
occasions over many years (both during her life and long after her death) across several 
American states, various Indian tribes independently described the visits of a 'Lady in Blue' 
(or sometimes a beautiful white woman) who came down from the sky, who clearly 
belonged to the Conceptionist Order (from her clothes, which included the famous blue 
cloak) and who was young and beautiful (Maria was 18 at the time her bilocation visits 
started in 1620 and she was described by de Benavides as being ’handsome of face, very fair 
in colour, with a slight rosy tinge and large black eyes’). 

'That Agreda really and truly visited America many times is attested to in the logs of the 
Spanish Conquistadors, the French explorers, and the identical accounts of many Indian 
tribes. Every authentic history of the Southwest of the United States records this mystic 
phenomenon, unparalleled in the entire history of the world.... Of the two great landings in 
America in 1620 - the Pilgrims in the north at Plymouth, Massachusetts, and Agreda in the 
south - the mystical one has, and will yet have, far greater influence upon the history of the 
world. ' - Doctor Carlos E. Castaneda, Catholic historian. 

'Although the abbess said her last visitation to the New World was in 1631, the mysterious 
Lady in Blue was not quickly forgotten in Texas. In 1690 a missionary working with the Tejas 
Indians heard the legend [in fact, not a legend at all but a simple statement of fact - a Tejas 
chief told the missionary how his own mother, who was still alive, had told him that she had 
seen the Lady in Blue in her youth, but this was only after the missionary had asked why the 
Chief wanted a blue cloth for a shroud for when his mother died]. In the 1840s a mysterious 
woman in blue reportedly traveled the Sabine River valley aiding malaria victims, and in the 
twentieth century her apparition was reported as recently as World War II.' (Donald E. 
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Chipman; Agreda, Mario de Jesus de; Handbook of Texas Online; Texas State Historical 
Association). 208 

'To this day, beautiful legends, stories and beliefs are still told about [Sor Maria], and every 
Mexican cemetery in the state has its quota of blue crosses and blue fences around the 
grove, and blue coffins are still in popular use.' (Gonzalez, Jovita; Catholic Heroines of Texas; 
Southern Messenger; 1936). 

'You can't explain it, but you can't explain it away.' (Gus Clemens, Clemens & Associates, San 
Angelo, Texas). 

Sor Maria apparently began to bilocate in 1620, when she was 18. The bilocations continued 
until 1631 but mainly ceased in 1623 when she prayed for an end to such experiences after 
she became aware that her fellow nuns, and an increasing circle of other people, knew 
about her religious ecstasies, and that not only was she the subject of widespread gossip but 
also that people had been secretly watching her during her religious ecstasies. In 1626 her 
confessor. Father Sebastian Marcilla, to whom she had naturally and correctly revealed 
details of her bilocations, wrote to the Archbishop of Mexico, Don Francisco de Manzo y 
Zuniga, to say that (my emphasis): 'It is very probable that in the course of the discovery of 
New Mexico and the conversion of those souls, there will soon be found a kingdom ... more 
than four hundred leagues from the city of Mexico to the west and north, which it is 
understood is between New Mexico and la Quivira.... It will be of assistance to obtain 
information concerning three other kingdoms, one called Chillescas, the other that of the 
Jumanos, and the third that of the Carbucos... These being discovered, an effort shall be 
made to ascertain whether or not in them... there is any knowledge of our holy faith, and in 
what manner our Lord has manifested it.' In 1628 the Archbishop wrote to Father Alonso de 
Benavides, head (Custos) of the missions in New Mexico, instructing him to ask amongst the 
natives of 'Titlas' or 'Ticlas' (that is, what became Texas) to see if they had any knowledge of 
the Faith and, if so, to ask how they acquired that knowledge. This letter apparently reached 
Father Alonso de Benavides at Isleta, New Mexico, on 3 June 1629 and, apparently, on 22 
July 1629 a party of 50 Jumano Indians arrived at Isleta from the east asking for baptism and 
the setting up of a mission in their tribal homeland. The Jumanos had travelled to Isleta to 
make the same request every year for the preceding six years (since 1623 ) but the mission at 
Isleta was unable to spare any missionaries to meet their request. It has been argued that 
the Jumanos arrived earlier than 22 July and that this gave them time to hear stories about a 
nun preaching to the Indians but it actually makes no difference whether they arrived before 
or after the Archbishop's letter reached Isleta. 209 In 1630 de Benavides returned to Spain and 


208 http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fag01 . 

209 In his 1630 Memorial, de Benavides specifically stated that they had already agreed to 
send missionaries back with the Jumanos before they asked them why they wanted to be 
baptised ('And so we immediately dispatched the said Father Salas, with another, his 
companion, who is the Father Fray Diego Lopez, whom the self-named Indians went with as 
guides. And before they went, we asked the Indians to tell us the reason why they were with 
so much concern petitioning for baptism, and for Religious to go to indoctrinate them.' - 
Sierra, Javier; 'The Lady in Blue'; p. 338-9, quoting a translation of de Benavides Memorial of 
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wrote his famous Memorial recounting the story of the conversion of the Jumanos but 
without mentioning Sor Marfa by name . In 1631 he met Sor Maria in Agreda and questioned 
her under oath with the permission of her superiors and in the presence of her confessors; 
he then wrote a letter to the missionaries in New Mexico enclosing a letter from Sor Maria. 

In 1634 he wrote a revised and expanded version of his Memorial of 1630; this identified Sor 
Maria as the 'Lady in Blue'. 

Here is an account told by an Indian chief, Captain/Chief Jose, in the 1860s, La Senorita Azul 
(The Blue Lady), an account of the Papago tribe of the Sonoran desert of Arizona and 
Mexico. 

'La Senorita Azul (the Blue Lady) visited this country in times now afar off. Before the 
grandfather of my grandmother's grandfather lived [this would be before 1660]. 210 The story 
is even as I shall tell it. It was, as I have said, so many years ago that no man can count them. 
The chief of the Papago people was very old. He loved the son of his son, who one day 
himself would be a chief; and he loved the boy the more for the reason that the boy's father, 
who was the old chief's son, was dead. But this boy now lay very sick in the lodge of his 
mother, and for two days the people of the village had made prayers to their gods to spare 
the boy's life. But these prayers did not help, nor was the magic of the medicine men of any 
avail. It was as I have said when, at the end of a day, the men and women of the village, 
having partaken of their evening meal, were sitting about their fire in the plaza, but the 
children all were in the lodges and asleep. All were silent and were heavy of spirit because of 
the sickness that lay upon the son of the chief's son. 

Now, while they were so, there came a flash of white light so bright that everyone was 
blinded by it, and when sight came slowly back to their eyes, they saw standing before them 
a young woman, clothed in strange robes of blue, and, my brother, she was of beauty like to 
that of the full moon rising over quiet waters. All were filled with fear and were unable to say 
or move. Then the young woman spoke to them, and bade them have no fear, but to listen to 
her words. Thereupon she told them of a new god, whereof they had not known before, and 
who was not like to any of their gods, but chief of them all. For a long time she spoke, and 
her tongue was like to the music of a mountain stream to the ears of a very thirsty man. 

Then, to make known to them that she was sent by the god whereof she had told them, she 
asked if there were any sick in their village, and when she asked this she looked at the old 
chief. Thereupon he sprang to his feet, and said that the son of his son was sick and near to 
death. He told her "We have prayed to our gods, and they have done nothing. If now your 
god can restore him that is sick, we will know that he is the ruler of all gods." So la Senorita 
Azul asked that she be led to where the sick boy lay, and the old chief led the way. When they 


1630). Since Benavides had already agreed to send missionaries, the Jumanos did not need 
to concoct a story about a 'Lady in Blue' when asked why they wanted to be baptised. 

210 Assuming that the chief was born in 1810 (was 50 years old in 1860) and allowing 25 
years to a generation, this takes us back to 1660. So, 'before' then could be the 1620s or 
1630s, which is the right period. 
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reached the lodge wherein the sick boy lay; she placed her hand on his forehead and began 
saying prayers to the god whereof she had spoken. The boy's mother was filled with fear at 
this, and would have prevented it, but she was restrained by the old chief who bade her be 
quiet. La Sehorita Azul so prayed and held her hand on the boy's head for the time it would 
take to smoke a small pipe, the while the people stood about outside the lodge in wonder. 
When she took away her hand, the boy's eyes opened, and he smiled, and his distemper was 
gone, and he asked that food be given him. But la Sehorita Azul forbade, saying, "Give him 
water, but give him no food until the morrow.” 

Then the people were all filled with joy, and made much noise, and they followed la Sehorita 
Azul from the lodge and begged her to remain with them, and asked her what food she 
desired. But she denied them, and answered that she must not stay and must not eat of any 
food. But in time to come, she told them, teachers would appear, to tell them how to live 
after the manner of her people, and to tell them more of the chief of all gods of whom she 
had spoken. 

Then a sleeping came over all, so that they knew nothing, and when they woke the woman 
was gone, although the red of the sunset, which still sat upon the mountain tops, made clear 
to them that they had slept for but a moment. They thought that they all had but dreamed, 
but when they hastened to the lodge wherein the son of the chief lay, they found him 
sleeping, and his mother, who had stayed with him, made assurance that all had happened 
as had appeared to happen. 

No, Sehor, she came no more; or, if she did, the tale of her coming has not been passed down 
to us. But the teachers came, as she had foretold, and they told our people about the god of 
the white men, and how to live even as the white people lived . 1211 

Interestingly, the Papago tribe have a magic bean, the tepary bean, which cures cancer and 
prevents diabetes. 212 


211 Hallenbeck, Cleve; Williams, Juanita H.; Legends of the Spanish Southwest; The Arthur H. 
Clark Company; Glendale, California, U.S.A.; 1938; pp. 311-313. 

212 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Phaseolus acutifolius#Medicinal uses . 
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Lo Senorita Azul. 



A Papago cemetery on the Tohono O'odham Reservation - almost every cross is blue. Note 
that they are clearly Christian. 
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If the bilocations never happened then the whole thing was a giant fraud on the part of Sor 
Maria (a nun who lived a life of 'heroic virtue' and sought to avoid all publicity, including 
publicity about her bilocations) and de Benavides (not just head (Custos) of the missions in 
New Mexico but actually head of the Inquisition in New Mexico as well), and all the stories 
told by various Indian tribes across a vast area over several centuries were false, either 
invented or recounted on a hearsay ('I have heard it said') basis. The mother of the Tejas 
chief who said that she had seen the 'Lady in Blue' lied to her own son (this is the Tejas chief 
who, at Weches, Texas, in 1690, asked Father Damien Massanet for blue cloth for a shroud 
for his mother). Sor Maria's confessors and superiors and all the people who repeatedly 
investigated her and cleared her of any falsehood or error were misled or were themselves 
lying, including the two investigations by the Inquisition - people whose function it was to 
expose precisely this sort of fraud and who had done so in the case of another nun of the 
same order (Luisa de Carrion) not long before (in 1636) . It is easy to try to undermine some 
specific event by suggesting some plausible reason like 'Well, perhaps the Indians asked for 
conversion because they wanted protection from the Apaches' or something like that, but if 
the whole thing is untrue then we are dealing with a web of deceit, falsehood, error and 
blindness to the facts on an astonishing scale. To what end? Genuine Christians who believe 
in the Resurrection do not need flying nuns - and the idea that the missionaries who 
travelled to New Mexico and Texas, and who risked their lives in doing so (it was no easy 
sinecure), were not serious men of deep faith can be discounted absolutely, whether you 
share that faith or not. 

The above is just a summary, but, having looked into the whole issue myself, and having 
assessed the evidence by the standards used in courts of law, 213 1 am convinced that Sor 


213 These standards are (1) that the standard of proof in civil courts is the balance of 
probabilities (greater than 50% probability), and (2) the rule that a court must accept the 
evidence of a witness unless that evidence is contradicted by other more reliable evidence 
or the credibility of the witness can be discounted for some other reason. In other words, a 
court is not free to say 'We don't believe you' without good reason ('I found the witness to be 
unconvincing', a favourite expression of judges, is a conclusion, not a reason, and doesn't cut 
it) because any decision of a court, including a decision about the reliability of a witness or 
the weight attached to evidence, must be supported by adequate reasons and can be 
challenged by way of appeal if it isn't. This means that when 50 witnesses say that they have 
seen a 'Lady in Blue' the court is bound to conclude that they have actually done so, absent 
good reasons to the contrary. According to two House of Lords decisions (see quotation): 

'the Family Law Reform Act 1969 s 26 states that the presumption [of paternity] can be 
rebutted upon the balance of probabilities, which means, according to Lord Reid in 5 v. S, W 
v. Official Solicitor (or W) [[1972] AC 24 at 41 ], that even weak evidence must prevail if there 
is no other evidence to counterbalance it and, in the light of the subsequent blouse of Lords 
decision in Re FI (Minors) (Sexual Abuse: Standard of proof) [[1996] AC 563], this would seem 
to be the current position.' (Lowe, N., Professor of Law; The Establishment of Paternity under 
English Law; p. 88). This is binding on all UK courts. On this basis, I concluded that a court of 
law would have to conclude, on the available evidence, that Sor Maria did actually appear to 
the Indians of the American South-West. How she did so is another question altogether but 
a court of law is there to weigh the evidence, not to dismiss evidence on the basis that 
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Maria told the truth about her experiences, but, of course, even she did not fully understand 
what had happened to her. She was unsure whether she travelled in person or, as she put it, 
whether some angel had travelled on her behalf and showed her a vision of what happened 
- but, either way, she was clear that either she or an angel had visited the American South- 
West. In short, she found what had happened to her so hard to believe that she tried to 
think of some other way it might have happened. These are not the workings of the mind of 
a liar but of an honest person trying to make sense of something he or she does not 
understand. 


My reason for believing is not just because I cannot see how she can otherwise have gained 
the knowledge she did gain, or the fact that reports of her came from various different tribes 
(Jumano, Papago, Tejas, Ohlone and the Navajo 214 ) and were spread over hundreds of years 
(1620s to the 1930s, over 300 years) and right across America from California to the eastern 
side of Texas (an area substantially larger than the whole of France), but primarily on 
account of my assessment of her character. 215 


something is simply impossible. This means that when a witness says 'The cow jumped over 
the moon', a court cannot answer 'We don't believe you', it must say 'OK then, show us the 
evidence.' It must then weigh that evidence in accordance with the relevant laws, rules, 
precedents and authorities. To illustrate this argument, imagine the court of an isolated New 
Guinea tribe which happens to observe the above two rules of our civil courts. A group of 50 
tribesmen testify that they have seen a white man (something previously unknown to them) 
who came down from the sky in a metal bird (that is, a helicopter). Now the tribal court 
could refuse to accept the evidence on the basis that there is no such thing as a white man 
or a metal bird that can fly. But if the court were to apply the rules it would accept the 
evidence presented to it, even if the judges personally regarded that evidence as 
unbelievable. Now we know that the court would be right to do so because white men and 
helicopters do actually exist. The court can accept that a helicopter exists without knowing 
how it works or manages to fly. So, for a modern court to refuse to accept the evidence 
about a 'Lady in Blue' would make that court more primitive (in effect, more superstitious) 
than the court of a New Guinea tribe which had never seen a white man or a helicopter but 
which is prepared to accept reliable evidence that they exist. 

214 Another tribe of Arizona/New Mexico that Sor Maria appears to have visited is the 
Navajo. 'It may interest the reader to learn that, according to Mr. Will Robinson, a journalist 
of New Mexico, the Navajo Indians in 1935 and 1936 were excited over a predicted return of 
the Blue Lady. They refused to divulge the source of their information, but declared with 
complete assurance that a visit by the Blue Lady was impending. Whether they still await 
her, we do not know.' (Hallenbeck, Cleve; Williams, Juanita H.; Legends of the Spanish 
Southwest; The Arthur H. Clark Company; Glendale, California, U.S.A.; 1938; p. 314). 

215 It would be unwise to dismiss reliance on assessment of a person's character because this 
is exactly what courts of law do. Witnesses are generally required to give personal testimony 
in the courtroom precisely so that the court (the judge and also possibly the jury if there is 
one) can assess the witnesses' credibility. Assessment of credibility by personal observation 
is, fundamentally, the foundation of our entire legal system and, every day, judges and juries 
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In short, she was faithful, religious. God-fearing, humble, self-effacing, loving, sincere, kind 
and honest; as without stain as any person can be. She was largely untutored but 
extraordinarily learned and even the Inquisition concluded that she acquired 'infused 
knowledge' by prayer and contemplation. We all know the difference between a dream and 
waking reality - and so did she. When she says "I saw the Virgin Mary" she means precisely 
that; not a vision, not a dream but physically saw in the same way that you or I might say "I 
saw Jim in the shop" and not "/ dreamt of Jim in the shop." She differentiates between 
inspiration, vision and physically seeing - and she experienced all three. When she was not 
sure about what she saw, she said so. As the Pope ruled shortly after her death by making 
her a Venerable of the Church, she lived a life of heroic virtue. Heroic virtue. She was 
incapable of any form of deceit and never sought the least fame or glory for herself; in fact, 
she recoiled from both. This is the test of truth. She clearly felt great fear at having to tell the 
full facts about her experiences (as she was bound by her vows to do) for the simple reason 
that she knew that even the most religious and sincere of men are capable of disbelieving or 
misunderstanding the truth when it is so extraordinary, indeed shocking - and possibly doing 
wrong to her and others as a result. In her 1631 letter to the missionaries of New Mexico she 
begged them to keep the details of her bilocations secret. When she raised a man from the 
dead she swore the witnesses to secrecy and the matter only came to light long after her 
death (via a local priest, who witnessed the event and was absolutely terrified). 

How can the word 'fraud' be associated in any way with such a person? Fraud is conduct 
aimed at obtaining a benefit by deception; so if no benefit is sought there can be no fraud. 
Which means that if Maria de Jesus de Agreda said anything that was false, it was said falsely 
to no purpose. Falsehood for the sake of nothing; in fact, at considerable risk to herself. This 
doesn't make sense. Why would a nun who lived a life of heroic virtue lie for no purpose 
whatsoever? Answer came there none. 

So, what about the 'angels of the lineage of Jesus'? 

Sor Maria was the subject of a Da Vinci Code- style novel. The Lady in Blue, by the leading 
Spanish novelist and New York Times Best-Seller List author, Javier Sierra, which won the 
2008 International Latino Book Award for the best English-edition historical novel. 216 In this 


decide whether or not to send people to prison based on their assessment of the credibility 

of the accused and the witnesses on both sides. So, your task is to assess her credibility on 
the basis of the evidence, as you would be required to do as a juror. You cannot duck out. 
Was she telling the truth or not, bearing in mind that she said quite openly that she did not 
understand what had happened to her? If she was telling the truth, how do you explain her 
experiences? Are you open to the possibility that something extraordinary could have 
happened? Take it from there. 

216 http://www.theladyinblue.net/ . 
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novel the Senior/Coronel family are portrayed as hereditary angels of the lineage of Jesus, 
engaged in a struggle with the CIA and the Vatican to protect their secret powers. 217 


NIW YORK TIMFS HSTSftWRC AUTHOR OF INI SKflT Utmt 


THE 


lady,n 
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*Al Mo * M i ifhrMaa d •• 


The Lady in Blue by Javier Sierra. 

Essentially, the book revolves around a real CIA project which examined the concept of 
'remote viewing'; that is, seeing things remotely (in the mind's eye) and the possibility of 
using remote viewing to look into the past or future. An article in the Daily Telegraph of 
19/1/2017 ("How Uri Geller convinced the CIA he was a 'psychic warrior'") 218 tells how CIA 
documents released into the public domain in 2017 confirm the existence of the 'remote 
viewing' project, which included researching the possibility of triggering a nuclear explosion 
by thought alone and killing goats (actually pigs) 'simply by looking at them'. 


217 p. 307-8. 

218 http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/2017/01/18/uri-geller-convinced-cia-psychic-warrior/ . 
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In the book, the connection between the Coronel family and CIA's 'remote viewing' project is 
a woman, Jennifer Narody, who, unknown to her, is a Coronel descendant who takes part in 
the project. Other members of the family use their extraordinary powers (including 
bilocation) to frustrate both the CIA and the Vatican, which wants to use remote viewing to 
prove the Biblical account of the life of Jesus. The difference between The Da Vinci Code and 
The Lady in Blue is that, in the former, the Priory of Sion (as portrayed) is a hoax and the idea 
of descendants of Jesus is a theoretical possibility (if x then maybe y then maybe z), whereas, 
in the latter, the Coronel family, the experiences of Maria de Agreda and the CIA's 'remote 
viewing' project are all real. See also the Daily Mail article of 19/1/2017 "The real-life X-Files: 
How CIA recruited Uri Geller to test his psychic abilities and were STUNNED when he was able 
to match random drawings by an agent sealed in another room". 219 The climax of the book 
takes place in a Templar chapel of La Vera Cruz (The True Cross), which is in the custody of 
the Order of Malta, just outside Segovia and adjacent to the Monastery of Santa Maria del 
Parral, Segovia, where, oddly enough, the Coronel family chapel is located. 



The Templar Church of La Vera Cruz (The True Cross) with the Alcazar (Castle) of Segovia in 
the background. The Monastery of Santa Maria del Parral is to the left of the picture. 

The author cannot have been aware that Maria de Agreda actually was descended from the 
House of David, and not just a descendant but a close relative of the last-known Exilarch of 
the Jews (King of Judah in exile), being of the family of the Exilarch, Don Abraham Senior 
(Fernan Perez Coronel). More on this below. 


219 http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-4133044/Yuri-Geller-convinced-CIA-psychic- 

powers.html . 
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In the third place, Sor Maria became the religious and political advisor to King Philip IV of 
Spain, the most powerful monarch in Europe, and exchanged over 600 letters with him over 
a period of more than 22 years. He said of her 'Except for Sor [Sister] Maria's counsel, the 
unity of Spain would never have been preserved.' Her letters to him were sometimes quite 
blunt; telling him, amongst other things, to improve his morals, not to trust his advisors, not 
to crush the peasants with taxation and not to debase the currency. She also advised him on 
the conduct of the war with France. She was involved in the negotiations preceding the 
Treaty of the Pyrenees of 1659, which led to the marriage of Louis XIV to Maria Theresa and 
eventually to the Bourbon succession to the throne of Spain and the War of Spanish 
Succession of 1701-14. When France wanted to make peace overtures in 1657 the Due de 
Gramont approached Sor Maria. She was arguably the most influential woman in Europe at 
that time, which is quite remarkable when you consider the fact that she was a cloistered 
nun. Henry Charles Lea, in his A History of the Inquisition of Spain (Vol. 4; Book 8; Chapter 5) 
states: 'She so captured the confidence of Philip that he made her his chief adivser; for 
twenty-two years, until her death in 1665, four months before his own, he maintained 
constant correspondence with her by every post [they exchanged about 40 letters per year]. 
Her influence was thus almost unbounded, but she seems never to have abused it; her advice 
was usually sound, and she never sought enrichment of the impoverished convent of Agreda, 
of which she was the superior.' Philip IV was ruler of the greatest empire in the world at the 
time and Spain was the leading power in Europe. He believed that Sor Maria could 
personally intervene with God on his behalf. This gave Sor Maria enormous influence. 

In the fourth place, Sor Maria performed many well-documented miracles, both during her 
lifetime and after her death. The most dramatic (and shocking) was the occasion when she 
raised a man (prayed to God to raise a man) from the dead in front of terrified witnesses, 
including the local priest of Agreda. She swore these witnesses to secrecy and the written 
testimony of the priest only came to light many years after her death. 220 

The most extraordinary thing about her miracles is that they actually seem almost routine in 
the context of the other astonishing aspects of her life; her authorship of The Mystical City of 
God and her bilocation visits to the American South-West. 

The latest miracle ascribed to her is described by Marilyn Fedewa (Maria of Agreda - 
Mystical Lady in Blue) as follows: 'On February 20, 1867, Dr. E. Hanon, M.D., of Nivelles, 
Belgium, wrote the following: "Mary Catherine Plas of Strombeck, [known] in religion [as] Sor 
M. Colette of the monastery of Conceptionists in this city, aged thirty-two years, has been 
under my treatment since March 1863." Dr. Hamon described the progressive inflammation 
and deterioration of Sor Colette's dorsal vertebrae, resulting in muscle deterioration, grave 
pain and palpitations, and ultimately complete paralysis. Additionally, the patient vomited 
blood and could retain no food. By the end of 1866, further treatment was deemed futile, 
and Sor Colette prayed unsuccessfully for an end to her suffering through death. Then on 
January 27, 1867, the abbess and all the nuns, including Sor Colette, began a novena [nine 
days of prayer] in honour of Sor Maria of Agreda and her inspiring work in Mystical City of 
God. Each day, for nine consecutive days, they prayed fervently that if it was God's will, Sor 


220 fedewa, Marilyn; Maria of Agreda - Mystical Lady in Blue; p. 229. 
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Colette would be cured through the merits of Sor Mono. Throughout the nine days, Sor 
Colette held in her hands a small image of Sor Marla. On Wednesday, February 6, 1867, the 
convent's spiritual director noted Sor Colette's grievous condition. He heard her confession, 
believing it to be her last. The abbess, firm in her faith for a cure, nevertheless instructed two 
nuns on the following day to bring Sor Colette to the choir to give thanks. On February 7, the 
two nuns arrived at Sor Colette's room to find her up and fully dressed. Understandably 
thinking that she would still be weak, the nuns convinced her to sit on a chair, on which they 
would carry her downstairs to the choir. Soon, however, Sor Colette realized the full extent of 
her cure. She descended the stairs on her own, walked into the choir, and knelt before the 
altar fully recovered.” The Rev. Mother Abbess assured me”, wrote Dr. Ha non, "that no 
remedy had been applied since my treatment had ceased... Sor M. Colette's health was so 
perfect that on the following day she was able to resume her usual occupations, and to recite 
the office with her sisters both by day and by night.... I am willing to affirm this declaration 
by a solemn oath.'" 

In the fifth place, Sor Marfa wrote Face of the Earth and Map of the Spheres in about 1616, 
when she was 14 years old. It includes what has been described as the first accurate 
description of the appearance of the curvature of the earth from space. 221 The relevant part 
seems to be (my emphasis): 

'As soon as I said, "The will of His Highness be done," He said to me, "My wife and turtledove, 
I created the heavens and the earth and the elements and the sea. I want you to know the 
purpose for which all that has being was created and of my watchful providence that 
protects mankind, and that I have provided for it many kindnesses and a diversity of created 
things. Pay attention and look." I looked carefully. I did as the Most High commanded, and I 
saw what is impossible for me to explain, something of which my mind had known nothing. 
My understanding was through the illumination of revelation, without which, by natural 
means, it could not have come about. So that I might see and know and understand, the Lord 
endowed me with a special ability (and that in itself was another of his great marvels), in 
order that I might know all the face of the earth, the sea, some of the big rivers, the animals, 
the inhabitants, the cities and kingdoms, and the diversity of creatures - all these things - and 
still its being so big was not an obstacle. And while there is no denying its size - even though 
by natural means one cannot see a quarter of a league ahead - still I was able to know and 
form an opinion of the smallest things, for my sight extended many, many leagues distant, as 
far away as the earth stretches. I saw the diverse creatures there are within it, along with 
other aspects of it, as though all these things were no farther from me than a crossbow shot; 
and I will tell now just how distinctly I perceived it all. 

I saw the earth and its immensity, which I found truly astonishing, though no more than all I 
perceived within it. I could see, then, that the earth is divided into four parts, and beneath 
each of the meridians that separate it in this way there is a dwelling, the relationship among 
the four of them being somewhat symmetrical. 


221 'these included the way the earth looks from the space' 
( http://en.wikipedia.orR/wiki/Maria de Agreda ). 
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The first of these four ports is the one in which we live, though any one may be considered 
the first of the four dwellings I am now describing. It does not matter which one you start 
counting with; it comes out the same. The second dwelling is of the people called or known as 
the Perioecians, which means they live in that other section or region of the earth. The third 
dwelling is of the people known as the Antoecians, which are, and whose name means, those 
who live opposite us. The fourth dwelling is of the people who are known and called the 
Antipodes. Their dwelling is contrary to where we are, so situated that their feet are directly 
opposite to ours; our nadir is their zenith, and our zenith is their nadir. And if we think and 
say that they are upside down, they can say the same about us. 

But the truth of the matter is, and this I have seen and recognized, is that we are all right side 
up; we should not judge on the basis of our own situation who is right side up, but in relation 
to the center of the earth and the world. Everyone's feet point down toward the center, 
which is their foundation, while their heads go up toward the sky, and so both they and we 
are straight up, just the way God wants and commands it to be, each group living where its 
lot fell to it. Divine providence arranged for mankind to have our heads up to the sky and our 
feet on the earth so that we should know and be aware that we were born from the earth 
and formed from it, though our final home will not be on the earth. On pleasures and vanities 
we must step, denying them all and not giving ourselves over to them for our delight; that is 
why our feet were placed on it. Instead we should long for our country, which is Heaven, and 
meditate on it day and night and look toward it; that is the reason they put our heads toward 
that heavenly Jerusalem for which we were created. That is why our feet go down to the 
earth and our heads up to the sky. 

The Antipodes and we do not share the same seasons, for when they have summer, we have 
winter, and when we have day, they night; and when we have the longest day of the year, 
they have the longest night and the shortest day. And this is true, for I saw it was so. And it is 

a great wonder of the Most High to see the night in one part of the world and the day in 
another, in some parts the sun and in others the moon, the moon and the shadow caused 
by the absence of the sun, for the world is like a ball. Seen all together, it offered a beautiful 
diversity and revealed its Author to be a great and magnificent King. 

To give a clearer idea of how the world was shown to me, let me say it was by reproducing 
images of it for me, so that I might see it in God. I saw it so clearly that it all seemed to spring 
from God. In His Highness I perceived all the images. I cannot be sure of the exact way in 
which I saw them. But the world is divided into four parts; to make myself clear I will describe 
them in order, and they are Europe, Asia, Africa, and America.' 

Sor Maria also described a land mass called the Antarctic, but the Antarctic as we know it 
today was completely unknown at that time; it was simply a location on the surface of the 
Earth opposite the Arctic (the word means 'opposite to the Arctic'), not a continent. 
Cartographers imagined a continent called Terra Australis Incognita or 'Unknown Southern 
Land 1 (not to be confused with Australia or 'New Holland') which they supposed must exist 
to 'balance' the lands in the northern hemisphere. Sometimes cartographers showed a 
coastline or partial coastline for this land, but it was an entirely imaginary coastline. A 1771 
map in Encyclopedia Britannica shows no land in that part of the world, simply a name, 

Terres Australes, in the middle of empty ocean. In 1814 the British explorer, Matthew 
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Flinders, said, in his A Voyage to Terra Australis, by which he meant Australia, that there was 
'no probability' of discovering land south of Australia and it was not until 1820 that the land 
mass of Antarctica was first sighted, and yet Sor Maria described a large land mass called 
'Antarctic' some 200 years before. How did a 14-year-old girl know about something which 
was not discovered for another 200 years? Answer me that, clever clogs. 

In the sixth place, her body is incorrupt after 350 years. Two years after her death in 1665 
severe damp was discovered in the crypt of the convent in which she was buried. When her 
coffin was opened her body was found to be completely incorrupt. In the 322 years to 1989 
her body was examined 14 times and reported to be intact on each occasion. In 1989 her 
body was reported to have remained completely unchanged since 1909. Many people have 
visited her including kings, queens, cardinals, bishops, princes, dukes and ambassadors and 
many of the faithful. She sleeps in the church of the convent to the right of the altar. Her 
face is now covered by a thin wax mask but her hands are not and are reported to look quite 
normal. 



Sarcophagus containing the uncorrupted body of Maria de Jesus de Agreda, The Convent of 
the Order of the Immaculate Conception, Agreda, Spain. 
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A statue of Marfa de Agreda by Vic Payne at San Angelo, Texas, erected in 2018. The statue is 
in a park by the River Concho, near where the first Mass in Texas was held. 
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Jumano Indians at the 2018 unveiling ceremony in San Angelo, Texas. 



The procession at the 2018 unveiling ceremony in San Angelo, Texas. 
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Scene from The Lady in Blue musical, performed on 18/5/2018 at the Murphey Performance 
Hall, San Angelo, Texas. 



I TO REMEMBER THE 

I 375TH ANNIVERSARY [1 632] OF 
THE FOUNDING OF 
THE FIRST MISSION EVER IN 
TEXAS NEAR THIS SITE AND 
THE BRINGING OF 
THE GOSPEL OF CHRIST 
TO THE NATIVE PEOPLE OF 
T«S AREA BY THE - L aOY ,N SLUE 
A MASS WAS OFFERED HERE By’ 
bishop michafi ! By 








A memorial stone next to the Concho River, San Angelo, Texas, commemorating a service 
held in 2007 by Bishop Michael Pfeifer OMI, Bishop of San Angelo, in memory of 'The Lady in 
Blue'. 

Clearly then, the story (history) of the 'Lady in Blue', is not just an old legend or a folk tale; 
she is very real and relevant to many people even today, people who believe in the reality of 
what she did. These are not just people in the American South-West, but also people in 
Spain, many Roman Catholics around the world and, indeed, potentially anyone who is 
prepared to look at the evidence with an open mind. 
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The Exilarchs (The Princes of the Captivity) 



The Tree of Jesse (Getty MS; Ludwig IX; 18 f65; 1510-20). King David can be seen playing his 
harp immediately below and to the right of the Virgin and Child (top centre). 

As Professor Haim Beinart stated in The Expulsion of the Jews from Spain, 222 Don Abraham 
Senior was referred to in a letter of 1487 from the Jews of Castile to the Jews of Rome and 
Lombardy as 'the Exilarch who is over us'. 223 'Exilarch' means 'Prince of the Captivity' or 
'Head of the Exile' (that is, de jure King of Judah in exile), a title dating from the Babylonian 
Exile of 597-538 BC, which appears to have survived in Mesopotamia until Tamerlane the 


222 Beinart, Professor Haim; The Expulsion of the Jews from Spain ; Littman Library; 2002; p. 
420. 

223 '[...] shall not turn away the tribe of Judah, he the Exilarch who is over us'. A translation of 
the same letter of 1487 appears in Spain and the Jews (Kedourie, Elie (ed.); p. 70) where the 
Hebrew is translated as 'the staff from Judah that is our Exilarch'. If this translation is correct 
then this would mean that the letter of 1487 contains a clear and unequivocal statement, to 
Jewish readers at least, to the effect that Don Abraham was the 'staff [ruler of the Jews] 
from Judah [the Royal House of Judah, otherwise the House of David]'in accordance with 
the Blessing of Jacob (Genesis 49:10): 'The sceptre shall not depart from Judah, nor the 
ruler's staff from between his feet, until tribute comes to him [the Messiah]; and to him shall 
be the obedience of the peoples.' This is the Covenant of God with the House of David in 
Genesis 49:10, which can be translated as 'The kingship will continue in the House of Judah 
until the coming of the Messiah' and, on this basis, the words 'staff from Judah' mean 'Prince 
of Judah' or 'King of Judah'. 
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Great sacked Baghdad in 1401, a period of some 2000 years. It is said that the oldest royal 
dynasty in the world is that of Japan, founded, it is claimed, in 660 BC, but this pales into 
insignificance when compared to the House of Judah, which traces from Nahshon, who was 
born in Egypt in the time of Moses, and who led the Israelites through the Red Sea. He was a 
son of Amminadab, fifth generation descendant of Judah, son of Jacob, son of Isaac, son of 
Abraham. 

'And the Lord spake unto Moses and unto Aaron, saying, "Every man of the children of Israel 
shall pitch by his own standard, with the ensign of their father's house: far off about the 
tabernacle of the congregation shall they pitch. And on the east side toward the rising of the 
sun shall they of the standard of the camp of Judah pitch throughout their armies: and 
Nahshon the son of Amminadab shall be captain of the children of Judah."' (Numbers 2:1-3) 

The monumental Monarchs, Rulers, Dynasties and Kingdoms of the World: An Encyclopaedic 
Guide to More Than 13,000 Rulers and 1,000 Dynasties from 3000 BC to the 20th Century 224 
omits both the House of Judah (House of David) and the Exilarchs, and yet the legitimacy of 
every European monarchy is (or was if they no longer exist) based on an imitation of the 
covenant between God and the House of David; the ceremony of anointing, which, in 
essence, means asserting that the monarch is 'chosen or appointed by God' or 'rules by 
divine right'. In short, European monarchies basically pretend to be the House of David 
(pretend that they have a covenant with God). If they don't pretend to be the House of 
David, then they directly usurp the House of David. As the Wikipedia entry says: 'In present 
usage, "anointing" is typically used for ceremonial blessings such as the coronation of 
European monarchs. This continues an earlier Hebrew practice most famously observed in 
the anointings of Aaron as high priest and both Saul and David by the prophet Samuel.' 225 

The title was hereditary in and exclusive to the House of David 226 but was elective amongst 
the immediate male members of that family and, it seems, subject to rabbinic approval. 
Given the fact that, apart from one exception, the title appears never to have been accorded 
to (or used to describe) anyone not acknowledged by rabbinic authorities to be of Davidic 
descent, and that the misuse of such a title would have been most unlikely, given that the 
Bible/Torah restricts the title to the House of David, as stated above, it is reasonable to infer 
that Don Abraham was descended from one of those branches of the House of David that 
have been traced to Spain and that the title was accorded to him in an attempt to revive the 
Exilarchate after it had ceased to be recognised in Mesopotamia, as happened in Egypt in 
1081 during an interregnum. 227 


224 Thames and Hudson Ltd; 1983. 

225 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anointing . 

226 See I Chronicles iii. 17 et seq. and II Kings xxv. 27. 

227 See th e Jewish Encyclopedia under 'Exilarch 1 . There was a Jewish community in Yemen 
which appointed a local 'Exilarch'. These were initially members of the Davidic family and 
the custom of referring to their successors as 'Exilarch' seems to have continued after they 
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Note that Heinrich Graetz, in his History of The Jews, refers to 'on influential Jew, Abraham 
Benveniste, surnamed Senior' who was granted high office under King Juan II of Castile. 228 
That this is indeed intended to refer to Don Abraham Senior is borne out by the entry in the 
index which states: ' Benveniste, Abraham, Senior (Coronel), tithe-collector, accepts 
Christianity, 351. convenes a synod, 229. friend of Isaac Abrabanel, 341. holds office in 
Castile, 228. negotiates a royal marriage, 280.' 

Being a member of the Benveniste family could explain why Don Abraham Senior qualified 
as 'Exilarch 1 since the Benveniste family were an ancient and distinguished family whose 
members were sometimes designated as Nasi (Prince), including Sheshet Benveniste of 
Narbonne (d. about 1209), and they were, on this basis, originally a Jewish princely family of 
Narbonne. 

In this context note that Thomas of Monmouth in his Life and Miracles of St. William of 
Norwich (1173), contemporary with Sheshet Benveniste of Narbonne, says 'Wherefore the 
chief men and Rabbis of the Jews who dwell in Spain assemble together at Narbonne, where 
the Royal seed [of David] resides', as quoted by Baigent, Leigh and Lincoln in their book Holy 
Blood, Holy Grail. 

See also Benjamin of Tudela's Book of Travels (1173) in which he says of Narbonne: 'A three 
days’ journey takes one to Narbonne, which is a city pre-eminent for learning; thence the 
Torah (Law) goes forth to all countries. Sages, and great and illustrious men abide here. At 
their head is R. Kalonymos, the son of the great and illustrious R. Todros of the seed of David, 
whose pedigree is established. 1229 

Moshe Shaltiel-Gracien, in his book Shaltiel - One Family's Journey Through History, a history 
of the Davidic descent of the Shaltiel family, quotes a reference to Sheshet Benveniste by 
the contemporary 12th century poet al-Harizi as follows: 'And there was the residence of our 
lord, our excellency, the Prince of All Princes, known by name from West to East, R. Sheshet, 
the pillar of the world and the foundation of all saints (may his memory be for a blessing ). 1230 


ceased to be of that line. See Jewish Virtual Library under 'Exilarch' 
( http://www.iewishvirtuallibrary.org) . Also 

https://www.encvclopedia.com/religion/encyclopedias-almanacs-transcripts-and- 

maps/exilarch . 

228 Vol. IV; p. 228. 

229 p. 2. 'R.' means 'Rabbi'. 

230 p. 156. 
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Don Abraham Senior's second wife. Dona Maria Sanches del Rio, may have been descended 
from the Davidic Prince, Kalonymos ben Todros of Narbonne (see above) as follows, being 
unverified information from Geni.com: 231 

• Dona Maria Sanches del Rio, daughter of; 

• Abraham Sanches (del Palacios de Judeo), son of; 

• Me'ir ben Samuel HaLevi Abulafia, son of; 

• Samuel ben Me'ir HaLevi Abulafia, son of; 

• Me'ir Todros ben Yehuda HaLevi Abulafia, son of; 

• Yehudah ben Todros HaLevi Abulafia, son of; 

• Todros ben Yehudah HaLevi Abulafia, son of; 

• Yehudah ben Todros HaLevi Abulafia, son of; 

• Todros Moshe ben Yosef HaLevi Abulafia, son of; 

• Yosef ben Me'ir, son of; [This name doesn't seem to fit because 'ben Me'ir' implies 
that his father was Me'ir, as opposed to Todros.] 

• Todros ben Kalonymus (Abulafia?), son of; 

• Kalonymus v. 'Yehudah Nathan' ben Todros, son of; 

• Rav Kalonymus "HaZaken". 

Don Abraham's son, Juan Perez Coronel, married a Cateline del Rio, presumably a member 
of the same family, which would mean that the children of Don Abraham's first wife, 
Violante de Cabrera, via this son, also shared this descent. 

A possible line of descent from the Exilarchs to Don Abraham Senior is from Abraham Nasi 
(Prince) (c. 1070 - 1136 or 1145). 232 His book. Liber Embadorum, a Hebrew treatise on 
practical geometry and algebra, contains the first known complete solution of the quadratic 
equation and influenced the work of Leonardo Fibonacci (the Fibonacci sequence is central 
to the plot in The Da Vinci Code). He was apparently the ancestor of several Marrano 
families (Jewish converts to Christianity). He was the son of Hiyya Ha-Nasi ('son of the 
Prince'), who was born in Spain, son of David (d 1092), 39th Exilarch of the 3rd dynasty, 233 


231 There are various pedigrees on Geni.com. 

232 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Abraham bar Hiyya . 

233 Various sources give different numberings. I use the pedigree prepared by David Hughes 
( http://www.angelfire.com/ego/et deo/index. htm ). There is no definitive list of Exilarchs 
but his seems to at least have been the result of a great deal of work and it does 
acknowledge gaps and uncertainties. It is also quoted by various Jewish parties, so they 
clearly regard it as reliable. Further, it compares to the pedigree prepared by Alexander 
Goode (Goode, Alexander D.; The Exilarchate in the Eastern Caliphate , 637-1258; The Jewish 
Quarterly Review; New Ser.; Vol. 31, No. 2 (Oct., 1940); p. 169). All the exilarchs shown in 
that pedigree are included by David Hughes, though some of the dates are slightly different. 
This pedigree is also in Hughes, David; Chronicle of The Kings and Queens of Britain: From the 
Earliest Times to the Present; Heritage Books; 2013; 2 Vols (ISBN # 978-0-7884-5496-7. 
Contact Heritage Books at 1-800-876-6103 or at orders@heritagebooks.com; 
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who temporarily fled to Spain in 1040 when his father, Hezekiah, 38th Exilarch, was 
imprisoned by the Caliph of Baghdad (Hezekiah was later executed in 1058). Hezekiah was 
117th Exilarch in succession to Jeconiah (d 559 BC), 1st Exilarch and penultimate King of 
Judah of the House of David, who, in 597 BC, was taken by Nebuchadnezzar as a captive to 
Babylon. Alternative possible lines of descent are from Nissim, 69th Exilarch, who was 
deposed in 1295 and went to Spain, and Issac Alfasi (d 1103), descended from Azariah, 34th 
Exilarch, who fled to Spain in 1088. 

The 12th century writer. Rabbi Benjamin of Tudela (Spain), describing his visit to Baghdad in 
his Book of Travels (1173), noted that Daniel, 52nd Exilarch of the 3rd dynasty (reigned 1150- 
74), who he described as 'Our Lord the Head of the Captivity of all Israel', and who was the 
great-great-grandson of David, 39th Exilarch (above), had 'a book of pedigrees going back as 
far as David, King of Israel'. This pedigree was clearly accepted as authentic by both the 
rabbinic authorities of the time and the Jewish people at large. 

While the various pedigrees of the Exilarchs undoubtedly contain errors, omissions, 
inconsistencies and even some spurious entries, this does not mean that such pedigrees 
cannot be regarded as historical or cannot point to a fundamental historical truth, which is 
that for a period of around 2000 years (597 BC to 1401 AD), and almost reaching into the 
modern era, though not continually throughout that period, there was a dynasty of rulers of 
the Jews acknowledged by both the rabbinic authorities and the Jewish people at large, and 
indeed by the Caliphs and others under whose rule the Jewish people lived, to be not just of 
Davidic descent but rightful heirs to the throne of David. According to Benjamin of Tudela, 
when the Exilarch went to visit the Caliph the heralds announced his coming with the words 
"Amilu tarik la Saidna ben Daud." ("Make way for our Lord, the Son of David."). 

As David Einsiedler stated in his article "Descent From King David - Part II": 'Genealogists 
who value religious tradition could say that our rabbis and sages did not make statements 
about Davidic descent lightly, that they were trustworthy and insisted on truth. 234 

The Babylonian Exilarchate had been seated (in an official rather than physical sense) at 
Baghdad since the 8th century AD, having moved, it appears: 

• from Babylon to Seleucia on the Tigris in the 4th century BC, following the founding 
of that city in around 305 BC by Seleucus Nicator (c. 358-281 BC), one of the generals 
of Alexander the Great (356-323 BC); 

• to Ctesiphon in the 2nd century AD, after Seleucia was burned by the Emperor Trajan 
(53-117) in 117 AD; 

• to Damascus after 637 when Ctesiphon was sacked by Umar (d 644), 2nd Caliph and 
Companion of the Prophet Mohammed (d 632), during the Arab conquest of Persia; 


https://heritagebooks.com/products/101-h5498? pos=l& sid=e!06793cd& ss=r; accessed 
24/12/2019), which is also available at www.amazon.com and other book sellers. 

234 Avotaynu: The International Review of Jewish Genealogy, 1993; Vol. IX, No. 2; p. 34. 
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• to Baghdad after 750 when the Umayyad caliphate was overthrown by the Abbasids 
at the Battle of Zab. 

Note that Babylon, Seleucia, Ctesiphon and Baghdad are all in the same vicinity, so that it 
appears that the physical seat of the Exilarchs remained in the same place, even during the 
period when political power briefly shifted to Damascus. The physical seat of the Exilarchs 
seems to have been at Nehardea from the time of Jeconiah, at Sura from the beginning of 
the 5th century AD and then at Pumbedita from the end of the 8th century until the fall of 
Hezekiah, 38th Exilarch and last gaon, in 1040; after that the Exilarchs seem to have been 
seated at Baghdad . The Exilarchate survived the sack of Baghdad by Hulagu Khan (1217- 
1265), grandson of Genghis Khan (c. 1162-1227) and destroyer of the Caliphate, in 1258 
(although it is said 800,000 people were killed, the Jews were specifically spared) and the 
later collapse of the Mongol Khanate of Persia after 1335 into a motley of successor 
dynasties, including the Jalayirids (whose capital was at Baghdad), the Muzafarids, the 
Eretnids, the Sarbadarids and the Karts. Indeed, from the destruction of the neo-Babylonian 
Empire by Cyrus the Great in 538 BC to the sack of Baghdad by Tamerlane the Great in 1401 
AD, a period of nearly 2000 years, the Exilarchate survived the violent collapse of 11 
empires, namely (the date in brackets is the date of the fall of the empire): 

• the Neo-Babylonian Empire (538 BC); 

• the Persian Empire (331 BC); 

• the Greek Empire (323 BC); 

• the Seleucid Empire (141 BC); 

• the Parthian Empire (224 AD); 

• the Sassanid (or Second Persian) Empire (637 AD); 

• the Orthodox Caliphate (661 AD); 

• the Umayyad Caliphate (750 AD); 

• the Abbasid Caliphate (1258 AD); 

• the Mongol Khanate of Persia (1335 AD); 

• the Jalayirid Emirate (1401 AD). 

Baghdad was subsequently ruled by Shah Rukh, son of Tamerlane the Great, from 1401 to 
1410, the Qara Quyunlu or Black Sheep Turkmen (1410-1469), the Aq Quyunlu or White 
Sheep Turkmen (1469-1508), the Safavids (1508-1534), the Ottoman Turks (1534-1917), the 
British (1917-1921) and the Hashemite dynasty (1921-1958). 

Although Tamerlane the Great ended the 'official' recognition of the Exilarchate after he 
sacked Baghdad in 1401, it appears that the line of Exilarchs continued to be acknowledged 
by the Jewish community in Baghdad until the death of the last heir of that line, Pasha, 
called 'King of the Jews', in 1825, after which the heirship seems to have passed to the 
Dayan family, descended from a house of Palestinian Princes. Pasha (d 1825) was descended 
from Chizkiya, 45/47th Exilarch (reigned 1092-94,1096-97), elder brother of Hiyya Ha-Nasi 
above. The Dayan family are descended from Josiah, 27th Exilarch (reigned 930-933), 
younger brother of David 26/28th Exilarch (reigned 921-930, 933-940), who was the great- 
great-grandfather of Hezekiah, 38th Exilarch, mentioned above. 
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'The Egyptian, the Babylonian, and the Persian rose, filled the planet with sound and 
splendor, then faded to dream-stuff and passed away; the Greek and the Roman followed, 
and made a vast noise, and they are gone; other peoples have sprung up and held their torch 
high for a time, but it burned out, and they sit in twilight now, or have vanished. The Jew saw 
them all, beat them all, and is now what he always was, exhibiting no decadence, no 
infirmities of age, no weakening of his parts, no slowing of his energies, no dulling of his alert 
and aggressive mind. All things are mortal but the Jew; all other forces pass, but he remains. 
What is the secret of his immortality?' - Concerning the Jews by Mark Twain (Harper's 
Magazine, September 1899, pp. 527-535). 

It is claimed that the first properly historical (that is provable from historical evidence 
outside the Bible) Exilarch was Nahun (reigned C140-170 AD). Earlier Exilarchs, based on the 
genealogies in the Bible 235 are regarded by some authors as legendary, mainly on the basis 
that the Josephus does not mention the office. 236 However, while earlier Exilarchs might well 
have been 'legendary' in the sense that they were not officially recognised as Exilarchs, this 
does not mean either that they are 'legendary' in the physical sense, that is that the 


235 The Biblical Exilarchs (I Chronicles iii 17-24): 

17 And the sons of Jeconiah; Assir, Salat hi el his son, 

18 Malchiram also, and Pedaiah, and Shenazar, Jecamiah, Hoshama, and Nedabiah. 

19 And the sons of Pedaiah were, Zerubbabel, and Shimei: and the sons of Ze rub babel; 
Meshullam, and Hananiah, and Shelomith their sister: 

20 And Hashubah, and Ohel, and Berechiah, and Hasadiah, Jushabhesed, five. 

21 And the sons of Hananiah; Pelatiah, and Jesaiah: the sons of Rephaiah, the sons of Arnan, 
the sons of Obadiah, the sons of Shechaniah. 

22 And the sons of Shechaniah; Shemaiah: and the sons of Shemaiah; Hattush, and Igeal, and 
Bariah, and Neariah, and Shaphat, six. 

23 And the sons of Neariah; Elioenai, and Hezekiah, and Azrikam, three. 

24 And the sons of Elioenai were, Hodaiah, and Eliashib, and Pelaiah, and Akkub, and 
Johanan, and Dalaiah, and Anani, seven. 

236 'that these Biblical Exilarchs are legendary is obvious from the fact that Josephus does not 
mention the institution' - Goode, Alexander D., The Exilarchate in the Eastern Caliphate, 637- 
1258, The Jewish Quarterly Review, New Series., Vol. 31, No. 2 (Oct., 1940), p. 149. This is 
not correct. Josephus, in his Antiguities of the Jews, book XI, chapter 3, para 10, says 'and the 
governor of all this multitude thus numbered [being the Jews who Cyrus the Great allowed to 
return to Jerusalem] was Zorobabel, the son of Salat hie I, of the posterity of David.' So 
Josephus does in fact refer to one of the individuals mentioned in I Chronicles iii 17-24 and it 
is clear that this person was the ruler of the Jews and of Davidic descent. Though not actually 
referred to by the title 'Exilarch' it is clear that Zorobabel was ruler of the Jews in exile, that 
is a de facto exilarch ('exilarch' means 'ruler in exile'), since he is referred to as 'Zorobabel, 
the governor of the Jews' (book XI, chapter 1, para 3). Thus, we have, on the basis of 
Josephus, a de facto historical exilarch over 600 years earlier than is often asserted. 
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individuals recorded in the genealogies never existed, or that they were not Exilarchs (the 
heirs of King David) by right of blood. No such conclusion can be drawn from Josephus. 

Note, in this context, that the title of 'Pope' was first used in the third century but no-one 
has claimed as a consequence that the heads of the Catholic Church in Rome before that 
period should not be described by that title. 

Sir lain Moncreiffe of that Ilk (1919-1985), Albany Herald of Arms (Court of the Lord Lyon), 
writing in Books & Bookmen, February-March 1976, wrote (my emphasis): 'What's already 
known is that the Jews in exile in Asia were ruled under the Persian and later the Arab 
empires by 'Princes of the Captivity' called 'Exilarchs', with a genealogy claiming descent by 
at least the second century from the Royal House of David, probably with justification 
because it was based on their acceptance . ,237 In other words, if the Jews themselves 
accepted a person as being of Davidic descent, who are we to gainsay them, a thousand or 
two thousand years later, on the basis of 'Yeah, but where's his birth certificate?' 

In addition to the Babylonian Exilarchs there were several dynasties of Palestinian Princes, 
that is dynasties of princes in Palestine of Davidic descent, who maintained what appears to 
have been an intermittent authority parallel but subsidiary to the Babylonian Exilarchs, 
whose suzerainty they seem generally to have acknowledged. The existence of two parallel 
dynasties of secular rulers reflected the fact that there were two main centres of world 
Jewry at that time, namely Babylon/Mesopotamia and Judea; there was a similar parallel 
arrangement in religious affairs, namely between Jerusalem and the great Babylonian 
academies of Sura and Pumbedita. 

• Initially, it appears, there were two lines of princes, the Tobitite and Onaidite lines, 
descended from Tobit and Onaid, co-rulers and twin sons of Hananiah, Prince of 
Israel (reigned 425-405 BC), who was the son of Hattush, 1st Prince of Israel (reigned 
457-445 BC), son of Meshullam, 4th Exilarch of the 1st dynasty. Hattush returned to 
Palestine with Ezra the Scribe who proclaimed him 'royal heir'. These lines appear to 
have survived (but only intermittently ruled) until at least the period of Herod the 
Great (74-4/1 BC). 

• At this time another dynasty of Palestinian Princes or Patriarchs emerged in the 
person of Hillel the Great, who was the teacher of Jesus Christ. This dynasty survived 
until the office of Palestinian Patriarch was abolished by Theodosius II (410-450), 
Emperor of Byzantium, in 425 AD. Hillel claimed descent from David in the female 
line, I believe. 

• A further dynasty, founded in about 550 by Sutra, son of Mar-Zutra (x 520), 30th 
Exilarch of the 2nd dynasty, survived until about 890 at Tiberias, with a rival dynasty 
seated at Jerusalem from 691 to 1099, presumably ending with the massacre of the 
population of Jerusalem during the First Crusade. 

• In 1187 another line of Palestinian Princes, ancestors of the Dayan family, was 
founded by Yosef Ha-Nasi, descended from Josiah, 27th Exilarch (reigned 930-933) as 
stated above, and continued until 1678 when Moshe Ha-Nasi was deposed by the 
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Turks. Subsequently the Nasi (so-called) was appointed by the Turkish governor until 
the Sultan abolished the office in 1849, when the duties of the office were taken over 
by the Hakham Bashi, Chief Rabbi of the Ottoman Empire. In 1933 Yitzak Dayan, of 
this line. Chief Rabbi in Aleppo (Syria), was recognized by rabbinic authorities as the 
'Davidic heir' and the heirship has presumably passed down to the current day in the 
Dyan family. 

There would have been numerous other descent lines of course; those listed are those that 
rose to prominence in Judea/Palestine. 

Alexander Goode, writing in his article " The Exilarchate in the Eastern Caliphate , 637-1258", 
states that Samuel b. David (1240-1270?) was 'the last Exilarch in the unbroken line of 
Exilarchs in Baghdad', but he acknowledges that the Exilarchate may have continued until 
1401 when Tamerlane 'definitely put an end to organized Jewish life in Baghdad ', 238 Goode 
accepted that the Exilarchate may have continued in Baghdad until 1401 partly on the basis 
that 'we hear of a Nasi Sar Shalom b. Pinhos, a descendant of Josiah b. Zakkai, being 
accepted as Exilarch in Baghdad in 1341.' 

If Goode was prepared to accept that the Exilarchate may have continued in Baghdad after 
1258 on this basis, should we not also accept that the Exilarchate may have continued in 
Spain after 1401 on the basis that we know that Don Abraham Senior was described as 
Exilarch in 1487 in a letter from the Jews of Castile to the Jews of Rome and Lombardy, to all 
intents and purposes an official communication (being a letter between communities as 
opposed to individuals or families). Given that the Jews had maintained and supported a 
dynasty of Davidic rulers for 2,000 years through the violent collapse of 11 empires, were 
they likely to simply abandon that institution in 1401, an institution central to their history, 
way of life and religious beliefs? The question hardly needs to be asked. 

The evidence therefore indicates that Don Abraham Senior was of Davidic descent but this 
cannot have been unique amongst the leading families of the Sephardim, who formed a 
closely-related and exclusive elite, given that contemporary sources record a house of 
Davidic princes in Narbonne and we know that families from the two communities 
(Narbonne and Spain) inter-married. Various Sephardic families claim Davidic descent, 
including those of Abravanel/Abarbanel, Shaltiel and Benveniste, and in respect of the two 
latter at least there are published pedigrees tracing their Davidic descent; a tombstone 
dated 27 August 1097, now in the Museo Sefardi in Toledo, records the death of a Rabbi 
Shemuel bar Shealtiel ha Nasi ('son of the Prince'). 

It is possible that the title of Exilarch was accorded to Don Abraham Senior in an attempt to 
resurrect the Exilarchate in Spain after it had ceased to be recognized in Mesopotamia, but 
this only lasted until the Jews were expelled from Spain in 1492. After that, it would seem, 
there was no Jewish community of sufficient size, stability or prestige to allow for the 
resurrection of the Exilarchate, until 1933 that is. Note that there was a historical precedent 
for attempting to establish the Exilarchate outside Mesopotamia. This happened in Egypt in 
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1081 when David ben Daniel, a descendant of the house of Exilarchs, was proclaimed 
Exilarch by the rabbinic authorities of that country; the attempt ended with his downfall in 
1094. 

This would appear to be the most common sense solution to the question of why we find 
the title of 'Exilarch' being used in Spain at that time. Further, the existence of families of 
Davidic descent in Spain at that time should not be viewed as extraordinary, given that there 
was such families in both Palestine and Narbonne at that time. Indeed, the absence of such 
families from Spain would have been a far greater oddity given the long-standing 
prominence of the Jewish community in that country. 

Over a period of several years, I was in touch with a certain organisation in Israel concerning 
Don Abraham Senior and asked them about the reference to him as 'Exilarch', which they 
did not know about. They said they would look into it. When I later phoned my contact in 
the organisation in Israel, she told me that they had sent a team of people to Spain to 
investigate. A 'team', that was the word she used. After that they became rather reticent for 
some reason. 

The Illuminati 



Tell the Truth & Shame the Devil by Gerard Menuhin. 

Not that long ago I read a book called Tell the Truth & Shame the Devil by Gerard Menuhin. 
Wikipedia says of him: 'Gerard Menuhin (born 1948 in Scotland) is a Holocaust denier and 
far-right activist, associated with the neo-Nazi movement in Germany. His book Tell the Truth 
and Shame the Devil, published in 2015, argues that the Holocaust is "the biggest lie in 
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history", that Jews are an "alien, demonic force which seeks to dominate the world", that 
Jews are flooding Europe with non-white races, to create a "society of racial mongrels, under 
the rule of a "new Jewish nobility"", and plan to create a one-world government. Menuhin 
argues that "the world owes Adolf Hitler an apology". He is the son of the violinist Yehudi 
Menuhin and dancer Diana Gould, and brother of pianist Jeremy Menuhin.' 

Well, that's one view I suppose. What actually inspired the book, it seems to me, was simply 
the fact that Menuhin's personal knowledge of German people was seriously at odds with 
what they were alleged to have done in the First and Second World Wars. In short, far from 
being the square-jawed, jack-booted, screaming, authoritarian bullies one might expect, 
they seemed to be polite, civilized, cultured and reasonable. In fact, pretty nice people all 
round. He found it hard to believe that the people he knew could ever act in such a way. So 
he tried to find out the cause of this apparent contradiction. 

It is important to note that, as far as I can see, Menuhin was not motivated by anti-Semitism 
but more by a desire to (1) find the truth and (2) to be fair to the German people. The hint is 
in the title. Neither did he, it seems to me, start off as a 'Holocaust denier' and I am not sure 
that it would be right to describe him as such even now. He is, rather, just someone who 
points out some serious problems with the historical evidence; that is, evidence in support 
of the Holocaust that has been proved to be wrong, evidence which positively contradicts 
the 'orthodox view' of the Holocaust and serious gaps in the evidence as well. It is in the 
interests of all truth seekers (and academics worthy of the name) that these matters should 
be investigated and resolved. After all, if the Holocaust happened, it happened, and the 
evidence should prove it. Like any historical event, we must assess the historicity of the 
Holocaust via the evidence, so there is nothing 'anti-Semitic' in examining the evidence 
relating to the Holocaust. Neither is there anything anti-Semitic in examining the evidence 
and coming to a reasonable conclusion, if that is what that evidence dictates, that the 
Holocaust never happened. Indeed, one assumes that those who support the 'orthodox 
view' have already examined the evidence themselves. It would be rather worrying if they 
haven't. Why would they object to others doing what they have already done themselves? 
They should support a critical examination of the evidence because they surely expect it to 
prove their case. People who resist scrutiny of the evidence naturally give rise to a suspicion 
that they know or suspect that the evidence will not stand up to scrutiny. 

The book is best summarised by quoting the following from Goodreads, which comes from 
the book's own blurb I think: 239 

'This book is of monumental importance for the people of the world today. Many know that 
something is not right in the world. Nations engage in perpetual war while bankers and 
armaments makers line their pockets from the carnage. The average citizen of the world has 
been cut out of the decision-making process of government, whether he lives in a democracy, 
republic, theocracy or dictatorship. All the while, the ruling elite grow stronger and richer, as 
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the real producers struggle to survive. Behind the scenes, events are controlled by a coterie of 
ethnic puppet masters who work their marionettes in high places out of public view. 

How did this world get to the dark place it is today? Who could have stopped it and what can 
we do today? 

The book consists of three sections. The first section concerns Adolf Hitler, his character and 
intentions, and the real causes leading up to the outbreak of WWII, including the actions of 
the real culprits and the rejection of the great lie. 

The second section enlarges on the activities of the real culprits, provides a historical 
overview of their progress, their nature, their power over finance and the media, and the 
methods by which they achieved it. It includes insights into Freemasonry, the European 
revolutions, the influence and control of education and foreign policy, the creation of the EU, 
the New World Order and the evolution of the plan through the same powers and their 
proxies, since the 17th century up to the present. 

The third section concerns the First and Second World Wars (what the author refers to as 
"the Second Thirty Years War"), their conception, funding and inescapable continuity; current 
laws against freedom of expression, and the evolution of the Orwellian state; the importance 
of U.S. support for the Soviet Union throughout the Cold War, and Communism's significance 
in the plan; the true origins of the enemy; Palestine's occupation and its fate as an example 
of our common fate; plus much more.' 

The text is interspersed with "Memos from Today," that emphasize its relevance by citing 
current events. Hundreds of quotes are included from a wide range of authoritative sources, 
original and translated. 

The last pages of this manuscript comprise conclusions and predictions. The narrative is 
dense and packed with facts, and backed by expert testimony. At times, the style is personal, 
even casual, and absolutely non-intellectual. It has been assumed that a personal touch 
makes the contents more accessible. The author is the son of the great American-born 
violinist Yehudi Menuhin, who, though from a long line of rabbinical ancestors, fiercely 
criticized the foreign policy of the state of Israel and its repression of the Palestinians in the 
Holy Land.' 

My view is that in order to gauge how truthful Menuhin's book is you need to read several 
other books touching on related subjects, such as: 

• Bacque, James; Other Losses; An Investigation into the Mass Deaths of German 
Prisoners at the Hands of the French and Americans after World War II; Talonbooks; 
3rd ed.; 2011. 

• Bradberry, Benton; The Myth of German Villainy; Kindle Edition; Amazon Media EU. 

• Docherty, Gerry; MacGregor, James; Hidden History: The Secret Origins of the First 
World War; Mainstream Digital Reprint; 2013. 

• Goodrich, Thomas; Hellstorm: The Death of Nazi Germany, 1944-1947; Kindle Edition; 
Amazon Media EU. 
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• Kollerstrom, Nick; How Britain Initiated both World Wars; CreateSpace Independent 
Publishing Platform; 2nd edition; 2017. 

• Lipstadt, Deborah; History on Trial: My Day in Court with a Holocaust Denier: My Day 
in Court with David Irving; 1st Harper Perennial Edition; 2006. 

• Lipstadt, Deborah; Denying the Holocaust: The Growing Assault On Truth And 
Memory; Penguin; 2016. 

• Verlag, Eckhart; Dupont, Francis; Jewish Domination of Weimar Germany; Kindle 
Edition; Amazon Media EU. 

• Walsh, Mike; Death of a City: The Book They Don't Want You to Read; CreateSpace 
Independent Publishing Platform; 2016. This is about the Allied bombing of Dresden, 
a non-military target, in the last months of the war. It is claimed that the civilian 
death toll was 'only' 20,000 or so. Well, that's OK then. But consider the implications. 
The population of Dresden was roughly 300,000. This had been swelled by refugees 
(who assumed that Dresden was safe as a non-military target) to about twice that 
size (or more). If 'only' 20,000 civilians were killed that means that 97% of the 
population survived the bombing. One look at a photograph of the ruins of Dresden 
after the bombing will be sufficient to persuade you that this idea (a 97% survival 
rate) is an absolute fantasy. It is like looking at the burnt-out shell of a house and 
being told 'Oh yes, the whole family were inside during the fire. The building was 
gutted but they were not harmed at all, apart from the cat's singed whiskers.' Yeah 
right. 

• Weir, Alison; Against Our Better Judgment: The hidden history of how the United 
States was used to create Israel; CreateSpace Independent Publishing Platform; 2014. 

"The Liberation of the Camps: Facts vs. Lies" by Theodore J. O'Keefe states: 240 

'When American and British forces overran western and central Germany in the spring of 
1945, they were followed by troops charged with discovering and securing any evidence of 
German war crimes. 

Among them was Dr. Charles Larson, one of America's leading forensic pathologists, who 
was assigned to the US Army's Judge Advocate General's Department. As part of a US War 
Crimes Investigation Team, Dr. Larson performed autopsies at Dachau and some twenty 
other German camps, examining on some days more than 100 corpses. After his grim work at 
Dachau, he was questioned for three days by US Army prosecutors. [1] 

Dr. Larson's findings? In an 1980 newspaper interview he said: "What we've heard is that six 
million Jews were exterminated. Part of that is a hoax." [2] And what part was the hoax? Dr. 
Larson, who told his biographer that to his knowledge he "was the only forensic pathologist 
on duty in the entire European Theater" of Allied military operations, [3] confirmed that 
"never was a case of poison gas uncovered." [4] 


240 The Journal of Historical Review; July-August 1995; Vol. 15, no. 4; pp. 18-23; 
http://www.ihr.org/leaflets/libcamps.shtml, with slight amendments. 
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If not by gassing, how did the unfortunate victims at Dachau, Buchenwald and Bergen-Belsen 
perish? Were they tortured to death or deliberately starved? The answers to these questions 
are known as well. 

>4s Dr. Larson and other Allied medical men discovered, the chief cause of death at Dachau, 
Belsen and the other camps was disease, above all typhus, an old and terrible scourge of 
mankind that until recently flourished in places where populations were crowded together in 
circumstances where public health measures were unknown or had broken down. Such was 
the case in the overcrowded internment camps in Germany at war's end, where, despite such 
measures as systematic delousing, quarantine of the sick and cremation of the dead, the 
virtual collapse of Germany's food, transport, and public health systems led to catastrophe. 

Perhaps the most authoritative statement of the facts as to typhus and mortality in the 
camps has been made by Dr. John E. Gordon, M.D., Ph.D., a professor of preventive medicine 
and epidemiology at the Harvard University School of Public Health, who was with US forces 
in Germany in 1945. Dr. Gordon reported in 1948 that "The outbreaks in concentration 
camps and prisons made up the great bulk of typhus infection encountered in Germany." Dr. 
Gordon summarized the causes for the outbreaks as follows: [5] 

Germany in the spring months of April and May [1945] was an astounding sight, a mixture of 
humanity travelling this way and that, homeless, often hungry and carrying typhus with them 


Germany was in chaos. The destruction of whole cities and the path left by advancing armies 
produced a disruption of living conditions contributing to the spread of the disease. 

Sanitation was low grade, public utilities were seriously disrupted, food supply and food 
distribution was poor, housing was inadequate and order and discipline were everywhere 
lacking. Still more important, a shifting of populations was occurring such as few countries 
and few times have experienced. 

Dr. Gordon's findings are corroborated by Dr. Russell Barton, today a psychiatrist of 
international repute, who entered Bergen-Belsen with British forces as a young medical 
student in 1945. Barton, who volunteered to care for the diseased survivors, testified under 
sworn oath in a Toronto courtroom in 1985 that"Thousands of prisoners who died at the 
Bergen-Belsen concentration camp during World War II weren't deliberately starved to death 
but died from a rash of diseases." [6] 

Dr. Barton further testified that on entering the camp he had credited stories of deliberate 
starvation but decided such stories were untrue after inspecting the well equipped kitchens 
and the meticulously maintained ledgers, dating back to 1942, of food cooked and dispensed 
each day. 

[References:] 

1. John D. McCall urn, Crime Doctor [a biography of Dr. Charles P. Larson] (Mercer, Wash.: The 
Writing Works, 1978), pp. 44-46, 59, 69; See also: J. Cobden, "The Dachau Gas Chamber 
Myth," The Journal of Historical Review, March-April 1995, pp. 17-18. 
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5. John E. Gordon, "Louse-Borne Typhus Fever in the European Theater of Operations, U.S. 
Army, 1945," in Forest Ray Moulton, editor. Rickettsial Diseases of Man (Washington, DC: 
American Academy for the Advancement of Science, 1948), pp. 16-27. Quoted in: Friedrich P. 
Berg, "Typhus and the Jews," The Journal of FIistorica I Review, Winter 1988-89, pp. 444-447, 
and in Arthur Butz, The Hoax of the Twentieth Century (IHR, 1993), pp. 46-47. 

6. "Disease killed Nazis' prisoners, MD says," Toronto Star, Feb. 8, 1985, p. A2. On Barton's 
similar testimony in a 1988 Toronto trial, see: Barbara Kulaszka, ed.. Did Six Million Really 
Die? (Toronto: Samisdat, 1992), pp. 175-180, and, Robert Lenski, The Holocaust on Trial 
(1990), pp. 157-160, and, M. Weber, "Bergen-Belsen Camp: The Suppressed Story," The 
Journal of Historical Review, May-June 1995, pp. 27, 30 (n. 30).' 

Meticulous German record keeping can be a bit awkward for those who would re-write 
history. 

So what caused those horrible scenes of starving inmates when the camps were liberated by 
Allied troops? Allied bombing of German infrastructure (cities, factories, transport system 
and so on) in the final months of the war. 

In a sense the Holocaust is the least of our problems. Reading these books, including 
Menuhin's book, turned my understanding of the 20 th century on its head. It turned out that 
almost everything I believed about it was false, and not just false but an inversion of the 
truth. The 'standard view' of the 20 th century is that an expansionist Germany initiated two 
world wars and that Britain, with the USA and the Soviet Union, fought for the freedom of 
mankind against a great evil. Consider the following words from a very beautiful hymn 
(written, in fact, by a relation of mine by marriage), 'O valiant hearts who to your glory 
came': 

'Proudly you gathered rank on rank to war 
as who had heard God's message from afar; 

All you had hoped for, all you had, you gave 
To save mankind yourselves you scorned to save.' 

This is utterly false. In short, it was Britain (or rather those who ruled Britain, which was not 
the government, but included figures in the government) which started (or rather 
engineered) both world wars. We also started the mass bombing of cities, which the 
Germans eventually responded to in the form of 'the Blitz', and we committed genocide on 
an unimaginable scale. Hitler never wanted war with Britain and even offered to fight on our 
side to defend the British Empire. Dunkirk was not a heroic retreat. Hitler could have 
annihilated the British forces (leaving us completely at his mercy) but he didn't want to fight 
Britain, as I have said. However, we won the war (not by bravery or better generalship, but 
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just as a result of the industrial might of the USA), so we hanged our enemies (the 
Nuremberg trials were a travesty of justice - it's a bit of a give-away when a court exempts 
itself from the rules of evidence - and we did the same in relation to Serbia in the 2000s 
during the trial of Slobodan Milosevic) and we wrote the history books afterwards, including 
the atrocity propaganda of the Holocaust. But the evil conduct of the British 'government' 
(for want of a better word) did not just consist of destroying Germany and murdering 
millions of civilians (many more that the so-called 6 million victims of the Holocaust), it 
included consciously sending millions of British and allied soldiers to their deaths, destroying 
the British Empire, giving succour to Communism (we handed half of Europe over to the 
Soviet Union) and loading grey, miserable post-war Britain with debt for the next 50 years or 
more. Quite an achievement. Who could want such an outcome? Which group of people? 
Can you think of a group which hates the Christian West; that is, Christendom? 

Here are some quotes from Menuhin's book (Look at where these quotes come from): 

'Hitler only undertook the bombing of British civilian targets reluctantly three months after 
the RAF had commenced bombing German civilian targets. Hitler would have been willing at 
any time to stop the slaughter. Hitler was genuinely anxious to reach with Britain an 
agreement confining the action of aircraft to battle zones.... Retaliation was certain if we 
carried the war into Germany.... there was a reasonable possibility that our capital and 
industrial centers would not have been attacked if we had continued to refrain from 
attacking those of Germany. . . . We began to bomb objectives on the German mainland 
before the Germans began to bomb objectives on the British mainland.. . Because we were 
doubtful about the psychological effect of propagandist distortion of the truth that it was we 
who started the strategic bombing offensive, we have shrunk from giving our great decision 
of May 11, 1940, the publicity it deserves.' (Spaight CB, CBE, Principal Secretary to the Air 
Ministry, J.M.; Bombing Vindicated). 

'The attack on the Ruhr was therefore an informal invitation to the Luftwaffe to bomb 
London. The primary purpose of these raids was to goad the Germans into undertaking 
reprisal raids of a similar character on Britain. Such raids would arouse intense indignation in 
Britain against Germany and so create a war psychosis without which it would be impossible 
to carry on a modern war.' (Richards, Dennis; The Royal Air Force, 1939-1945, The Fight at 
Odds; Her Majesty's Stationery Office; p. 122). 

'We won this war with atrocity propaganda ... and now we will start more than ever! We 
will continue this atrocity propaganda, we will increase it until nobody will accept one good 
word from the Germans anymore, until everything is destroyed which might have upheld 
them sympathies in other countries, and until they will be so confused that they don't know 
what to do anymore. When this is reached, when they begin to pollute their own nest, and 
this not reluctantly but with hasty willingness to obey the winners, only then the victory is 
complete. It will never be definite. The re-education demands thorough, steadfast nurture 
like an English lawn. Only one moment of inattention and the weed will break through, this 
ineradicable weed of historic truth. ' (Sefton Delmer, former British chief propagandist, 
commenting after the capitulation in 1945 to Prof. Grimm, German expert on international 
law.) 
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As General Patton said, we defeated the wrong enemy. Hitler fought Communism and we 
fought those fighting against Communism. What does that make us, if not Communists or 
Communism's useful idiots? 

If you find this shocking, think how I felt - a patriotic Brit who swallowed the lie - hook, line 
and sinker. Angry much? 

I bought the Lipstadt books hoping to get the evidence from the 'orthodox side', as it were; 
to understand why David Irving, who sued Lipstadt for libel and lost, was wrong. I was 
disappointed; her books are pretty much evidence free. Actually, Lipstadt does a huge 
disservice to the 'orthodox side' because she makes it absolutely clear that she will not 
debate with people who question the orthodox view. Having read her books you come away 
suspecting that she must know full well how weak the evidence on her side is. If you didn't 
suspect the orthodox view before, reading her books will make you do so. Several of the 
other books have disappeared from certain on-line stores, which is probably a good 
indication that they say things that powerful people don't want you to read. You are to be 
protected from these ideas because you are too stupid to make your own mind up. Just bear 
that in mind. 

As for the so-called 'Greatest Briton', 241 Sir Winston Churchill, one only needs to read 
"American Pravda: Understanding World War II", 242 which I quote at length as follows: 

'Until recently, my familiarity with Churchill had been rather cursory, and Irving's revelations 
were absolutely eye-opening. Perhaps the most striking single discovery was the remarkable 
venality and corruption of the man, with Churchill being a huge spendthrift who lived lavishly 
and often far beyond his financial means, employing an army of dozens of personal servants 
at his large country estate despite frequently lacking any regular and assured sources of 
income to maintain them. This predicament naturally put him at the mercy of those 
individuals willing to support his sumptuous lifestyle in exchange for determining his political 
activities. And somewhat similar pecuniary means were used to secure the backing of a 
network of other political figures from across all the British parties, who became Churchill's 
close political allies. 

To put things in plain language, during the years leading up to the Second World War, both 
Churchill and numerous other fellow British MPs were regularly receiving sizable financial 
stipends - cash bribes - from Jewish and Czech sources in exchange for promoting a policy of 
extreme hostility toward the German government and actually advocating war. The sums 
involved were quite considerable, with the Czech government alone probably making 
payments that amounted to tens of millions of dollars in present-day money to British elected 
officials, publishers, and journalists working to overturn the official peace policy of their 
existing government. A particularly notable instance occurred in early 1938 when Churchill 


241 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/100 Greatest Britons . 
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suddenly lost oil his accumulated wealth in a foolish gamble on the American stock-market, 
and was soon forced to put his beloved country estate up for sale to avoid personal 
bankruptcy, only to quickly be bailed out by a foreign Jewish millionaire intent upon 
promoting a war against Germany. Indeed, the early stages of Churchill's involvement in this 
sordid behavior [sic] are recounted in an Irving chapter aptly entitled "The Hired Help." 

Ironically enough, German Intelligence learned of this massive bribery of British 
parliamentarians, and passed the information along to Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain, 
who was horrified to discover the corrupt motives of his fierce political opponents, but 
apparently remained too much of a gentlemen to have them arrested and prosecuted. I'm no 
expert in the British laws of that era, but for elected officials to do the bidding of foreigners 
on matters of war and peace in exchange for huge secret payments seems almost a textbook 
example of treason to me, and I think that Churchill's timely execution would surely have 
saved tens of millions of lives. 

My impression is that individuals of low personal character are those most likely to sell out 
the interests of their own country in exchange for large sums of foreign money, and as such 
usually constitute the natural targets of nefarious plotters and foreign spies. Churchill 
certainly seems to fall into this category, with rumors [sic] of massive personal corruption 
swirling around him from early in his political career. Later, he supplemented his income by 
engaging in widespread art-forgery, a fact that Roosevelt later discovered and probably used 
as a point of personal leverage against him. Also quite serious was Churchill's constant state 
of drunkenness, with his inebriation being so widespread as to constitute clinical alcoholism. 
Indeed, Irving notes that in his private conversations FDR routinely referred to Churchill as "a 
drunken bum." 

During the late 1930s, Churchill and his clique of similarly bought-and-paid-for political allies 
had endlessly attacked and denounced Chamberlain's government for its peace policy, and 
he regularly made the wildest sort of unsubstantiated accusations, claiming the Germans 
were undertaking a huge military build-up aimed against Britain. These roiling charges were 
often widely echoed by a media heavily influenced by Jewish interests and did much to poison 
the state of German-British relations. Eventually, these accumulated pressures forced 
Chamberlain into the extremely unwise act of providing an unconditional guarantee of 
military backing to Poland's irresponsible dictatorship. /\s a result, the Poles then rather 
arrogantly refused any border negotiations with Germany, thereby lighting the fuse which 
eventually led to the German invasion six months later and the subsequent British 
declaration of war. The British media had widely promoted Churchill as the leading pro-war 
political figure, and once Chamberlain was forced to create a wartime government of 
national unity, his leading critic was brought into it and given the naval affairs portfolio. 

Following his lightening six-week defeat of Poland, Hitler unsuccessfully sought to make 
peace with the Allies, and the war went into abeyance. Then in early 1940, Churchill 
persuaded his government to try strategically outflanking the Germans by preparing a large 
sea-borne invasion of neutral Norway; but Hitler discovered the plan and pre-empted the 
attack, with Churchill's severe operational mistakes leading to a surprising defeat for the 
vastly superior British forces. During World War I, Churchill's Gallipoli disaster had forced his 
resignation from the British Cabinet, but this time the friendly media helped ensure that all 
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the blame for the somewhat similar debacle at Narvik was foisted upon Chamberlain, so it 
was the latter who was forced to resign, with Churchill then replacing him as prime minister. 
British naval officers were appalled that the primary architect of their humiliation had 
become its leading political beneficiary, but reality is what the media reports, and the British 
public never discovered this great irony. 

This incident was merely the first of the long series of Churchill's major military failures and 
outright betrayals that are persuasively recounted by Irving, nearly all of which were 
subsequently airbrushed out of our hagiographic histories of the conflict. We should 
recognize that wartime leaders who spend much of their time in a state of drunken stupor 
are far less likely to make optimal decisions, especially if they are as extremely prone to 
military micro-management as was the case with Churchill. 

In the spring of 1940, the Germans launched their sudden armored [sic] thrust into France via 
Belgium, and as the attack began to succeed, Churchill ordered the commanding British 
general to immediately flee with his forces to the coast and to do so without informing his 
French or Belgium counterparts of the huge gap he was thereby opening in the Allied front¬ 
lines, thus ensuring the encirclement and destruction of their armies. Following France's 
resulting defeat and occupation, the British prime minister then ordered a sudden, surprise 
attack on the disarmed French fleet, completely destroying it and killing some 2,000 of his 
erstwhile allies; the immediate cause was his mistranslation of a single French word, but this 
"Pearl Fiarbor-type" incident continued to rankle French leaders for decades. 

Fiitier had always wanted friendly relations with Britain and certainly had sought to avoid the 
war that had been forced upon him. With France now defeated and British forces driven from 
the Continent, he therefore offered very magnanimous peace terms and a new German 
alliance to Britain. The British government had been pressured into entering the war for no 
logical reason and against its own national interests, so Chamberlain and half the Cabinet 
naturally supported commencing peace negotiations, and the German proposal probably 
would have received overwhelming approval both from the British public and political elites if 
they had ever been informed of its terms. 

But despite some occasional wavering, Churchill remained absolutely adamant that the war 
must continue, and Irving plausibly argues that his motive was an intensely personal one. 
Across his long career, Churchill had had a remarkable record of repeated failure, and for him 
to have finally achieved his lifelong ambition of becoming prime minister only to lose a major 
war just weeks after reaching Number 10 Downing Street would have ensured that his 
permanent place in history was an extremely humiliating one. On the other hand, if he 
managed to continue the war, perhaps the situation might somehow later improve, 
especially if the Americans could be persuaded to eventually enter the conflict on the British 
side. 

Since ending the war with Germany was in his nation's interest but not his own, Churchill 
undertook ruthless means to prevent peace sentiments from growing so strong that they 
overwhelmed his opposition. Along with most other major countries, Britain and Germany 
had signed international conventions prohibiting the aerial bombardment of civilian urban 
targets, and although the British leader had very much hoped the Germans would attack his 
cities, Fiitier scrupulously followed these provisions. In desperation, Churchill therefore 
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ordered a series of large-scale bombing raids against the German capital of Berlin, doing 
considerable damage, and after numerous severe warnings. Hitler finally began to retaliate 
with similar attacks against British cities. The population saw the heavy destruction inflicted 
by these German bombing raids and was never informed of the British attacks that had 
preceded and provoked them, so public sentiment greatly hardened against making peace 
with the seemingly diabolical German adversary. 

In his memoirs published a half-century later. Prof. Revilo P. Oliver, who had held a senior 
wartime role in American Military Intelligence, described this sequence of events in very 
bitter terms: 

Great Britain, in violation of all the ethics of civilized warfare that had theretofore 
been respected by our race, and in treacherous violation of solemnly assumed 
diplomatic covenants about "open cities", had secretly carried out intensive bombing 
of such open cities in Germany for the express purpose of killing enough unarmed and 
defenceless men and women to force the German government reluctantly to retaliate 
and bomb British cities and thus kill enough helpless British men, women, and 
children to generate among Englishmen enthusiasm for the insane war to which their 
government had committed them. 

It is impossible to imagine a governmental act more vile and more depraved than 
contriving death and suffering for its own people - for the very citizens whom it was 
exhorting to "loyalty" - and I suspect that an act of such infamous and savage treason 
would have nauseated even Genghis Khan or Hulagu or Tamerlane, Oriental 
barbarians universally reprobated for their insane blood-lust. History, so far as I 
recall, does not record that they ever butchered their own women and children to 
facilitate lying propaganda... .In 1944 members of British Military Intelligence took it 
for granted that after the war Marshal Sir Arthur Harris would be hanged or shot for 
high treason against the British people... 

Churchill's ruthless violation of the laws of war regarding urban aerial bombardment directly 
led to the destruction of many of Europe's finest and most ancient cities. But perhaps 
influenced by his chronic drunkenness, he later sought to carry out even more horrifying war 
crimes and was only prevented from doing so by the dogged opposition of all his military and 
political subordinates. 

Along with the laws prohibiting the bombing of cities, all nations had similarly agreed to ban 
the first use of poison gas, while stockpiling quantities for necessary retaliation. Since 
Germany was the world-leader in chemistry, the Nazis had produced the most lethal forms of 
new nerve gases, such as Tabun and Sarin, whose use might have easily resulted in major 
military victories on both the Eastern and Western fronts, but Hitler had scrupulously obeyed 
the international protocols that his nation had signed. However, late in the war during 1944 
the relentless Allied bombardment of German cities led to the devastating retaliatory attacks 
of the V-l flying bombs against London, and an outraged Churchill became adamant that 
German cities should be attacked with poison gas in counter-retaliation. If Churchill had 
gotten his way, many millions of British might soon have perished from German nerve gas 
counter-strikes. Around the same time, Churchill was also blocked in his proposal to bombard 
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Germany with hundreds of thousands of deadly anthrax bombs, an operation that might 
have rendered much of Central and Western Europe uninhabitable for generations. 

I found Irving's revelations on all these matters absolutely astonishing, and was deeply 
grateful that Deborah Lipstadt and her army of diligent researchers had carefully 
investigated and seemingly confirmed the accuracy of virtually every single item.' 

Now I know why Churchill refused a dukedom and burial in Westminster Abbey. He knew 
that if future historians found out the truth, his bones would be dug up and thrown to the 
dogs. Remember, my grandfather's cousin, Anthony Eden, Prime Minister 1955-1957, 
married Churchill's niece, Clarissa Spencer-Churchill, so I am distantly related to Churchill. 
The 8 th Duchess of Marlborough, Lilian Price (1854-1909), Churchill's aunt, was also a 
Hammersley by her marriage to her first husband, Louis Hammersley, so that's a double 
connection. 

As part of his investigation into the activities of the Jews, and, in particular, their apparent 
(and some would say, understandable 243 ) animosity towards Christianity over many 
centuries, Menuhin looked at, amongst other things, the Rothschild family and the so-called 
'Illuminati', which was apparently established by a certain Adam Weishaupt in 1776. 

As evidence of the supposed long-term objective of the Jews to destroy Christianity, he 
quotes, on almost the last page of the book, a letter written in 1492 to one 'Chamor, Chief 
Rabbi in Spain ', 244 from the Grand Sanhedrin (Elders of Zion) in Constantinople, as follows 
(my emphasis): 

'1. As for what you say that the king of Spain obliges you to become Christians: do it, since 
you cannot do otherwise. 

2. As for what you say about the command to despoil you of your property: make your sons 
merchants that they may despoil, little by little, the Christians of theirs. 

3. As for what you say about making attempts on your lives: make your sons doctors and 
apothecaries that they may take away Christians' lives. 


243 Again, this is an area of serious misunderstanding. Take the Inquisition, which is supposed 
to have persecuted the Jews. It was simply not interested in the Jews; it was interested in 
Roman Catholics who held heretical beliefs. It happened that many of these were converted 
Jews because they had not converted; they were secret Jews. But the Inquisition pursued 
them as Roman Catholics, not as Jews. One is not blaming the Jews for retaining their faith, 
but it is important to understand what the aims of the Inquisition were. It was the defence 
of the Faith, not the persecution of other faiths. 

244 The letter from 'Chamor' which prompted the reply, as quoted in the book, 'La Silva 
Curiosa' (de Medrano, Julian fniguez; Paris; Orry; 1608), describes him as 'Prince of the Jews 
of Spain', but this can only refer to Don Abraham Senior as well. 
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4. As for what you say of their destroying your synagogues: make your sons canons and 
clerics in order that they may destroy their churches. 

5. As for the other vexations you complain of: arrange that your sons become advocates and 
lawyers, and see that they always mix in affairs of State, that by putting Christians under 
your yoke you may dominate the world and be avenged on them. 

6. Do not swerve from this order that we give you, because you will find by experience that, 
humiliated as you ar e, you will reach the actuality of power . 

Signed: Prince of the Jews of Constantinople.' 

This is taken to prove the assertion that the Jews have been plotting to destroy Christianity 
and seize control of the world since the 15 th century, if not earlier. 

It occurred to me that there is only one person who can be described as 'Chief Rabbi in 
Spain' in 1492 and that is Don Abraham Senior, who was Supreme Magistrate of the Jews of 
Castile and Court Rabbi; in essence, he was the representative of the Jewish community at 
the royal court. In fact, he had more power than the Babylonian Exilarchs because, as 
Supreme Magistrate (Judge) of the Jews, he could impose the death penalty and they could 
not. He only did this once it according to Beinart. 

I found that the word 'Chamor' in Hebrew means 'donkey'. It seemed highly unlikely to me 
that the Chief Rabbi in Spain, if such existed, would be called 'Donkey' or use such a 
nickname. It turns out that the Hebrew for 'donkey' is visually similar to the Hebrew for 
'senor' or 'senior', as shown below. 

donkey imn 

senor ino 

senior non 


One can see how the Hebrew for 'senor' or 'senior' might be mistaken for the Hebrew for 
'donkey'. 

Looking into the matter further, I found that the origins of the Illuminati have been traced 
back to the Alumbrados ('The Illuminated Ones') of Spain; a movement apparently founded 
by Spanish Jews. 

'The Illuminati Order was not invented by Adam Weishaupt, but rather renewed and 
reformed. The first known Illuminati order (Alumbrado) was founded in 1492 by Spanish 
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Jews, called 'Marranos,' who were also known as 'crypto-Jews.' 245 1 cite this as an example, 
not necessarily as a reliable source. 

The Encyclopedia Britannica (1911) also traces the Illuminati back to the Alumbrados of 
Spain. 246 

There are, in fact, proven connections between the Alumbrados ('The Illuminated Ones') and 
the Senior/Coronel family. In the first place, Ignatius Loyola, co-founder of the Jesuits with 
Diego Lainez (1512-1565), a Senior/Coronel descendant, and others, was charged by the 
Inquisition with being an Alumbrado supporter/sympathizer in 1527, but he escaped with an 
admonition. He appears to have been taught by Antonio Nunez Coronel (Senior). 

An early Alumbrado, Isabella de la Cruz, 247 charged by the Inquisition in 1519, enjoyed the 
patronage of the Mendoza family, Dukes of Infantado, who were, I believe, of Converso 
(Jewish) origin, and Juan Bravo (x 1521), the popular Spanish hero who led a revolt against 
the Emperor, Charles V, the War of the Communities or Revolt of the Comuneros (1520-22), 
was a member of that family. His mother was a daughter of the Count of Monteagudo and 
he married Maria Coronel, a grand-daughter of Don Abraham Senior. The Revolt of the 
Comuneros was the first popular revolution in history (some 300 years before the French 
Revolution) and Conversos with connections to the Alumbrados were key instigators of that 
revolution. Thus, in the same way that the Illuminati of Weishaupt were instigators of the 
French Revolution, the Alumbrados (or people connected with them) were instigators of the 
Revolt of the Comuneros some 300 years earlier. The Alumbrados appear to have had some 
influence, via the Camisards, on Jean Jaques Rousseau, so-called 'Father of the 
Enlightenment' and 'Father of the French Revolution', and friend of Amelie de Boufflers (b. 
1751-1794 guillotined). Duchess of Lauzun and Duchess of Biron, a descendant of Don 
Abraham Senior. 

Not only was Don Abraham Senior, apparently, the founder of the Illuminati on this basis, 
but some writers allege that the Illuminati went on to found the Jesuits, the Protestant 
Church (by teaching the founders of Protestantism) and so on, as part of their plot to 
undermine Christianity and to rule the world. 

Members of the Senior/Coronel family did, in fact, do both of these things. 

• Diego Lainez (1512-1565), a Senior/Coronel descendant, was one of the founders of 
the Jesuit Order and became the second Superior-General of the Jesuits ('Black 


245 How the World Government Rules the Nations; European-American Evangelistic Crusades, 
Inc.; July 1999 Newsletter; http://www.eaec.org/newsletters/1999/NL1999jul.htm, accessed 
18/12/2016. 

246 Vol. XIV under 'Illuminati 1 . 

247 Montoya, Javier A; El Sabor de Herejia: The Edict of 1525, The Alumbrados and the 
Inquisitors' Usage of Locura [Madness]; University of Florida thesis; 2010; p. 9. 
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Pope') on the death of Ignatius Loyola. He was the leading theologian at the Council 
of Trent, which settled Roman Catholic doctrine for the following 400 years, and he 
was even offered the Papacy on the death of Pope Paul IV in 1559. 

• Antonio Nunez Coronel (Senior) taught John Calvin, the founder of Calvinism and 
also, it appears, Ignatius Loyola. 

So, it was not 'the Jews' who were behind the creation of the opposing wings of both 
Catholicism (the Jesuits) and Protestantism (Calvinism); it was a single person, Antonio 
Nunez Coronel, Professor of Logic at the University of Paris. An incredible fact. 

Unrelated to this, as I thought, I later found a pedigree of the Senior/Coronel family in an 
academic paper on the Internet. 248 This showed a marriage between a Senior/Coronel 
heiress (in a branch of the family in the Low Countries which had been Roman Catholic for 
several generations) and a Prince of Montmorency. Tracing the descendants of this 
marriage, I came across people who were key players in both the American Revolution of 
1776 and the French Revolution in 1789, as shown below. 249 

Pulling my researches into the Senior/Coronel family together, it looked as though 
members/descendants of the family had been involved, sometimes directly and sometimes 
tangentially, in every major revolution in the last 500 years, as shown below, including my 
great-great-great-grandfather, Nassau William Senior (1790-1865), who was closely 
connected to people widely believed to be key figures in the Illuminati, including Giuseppe 


248 Frade, Florbela Veiga; As Relagdes Economicas E Sociais Das Comunidades Sefarditas 
Portuguesas, O Trato e a Familia 1532-1632', Departamento De Historia, Faculdade De 
Letras, Universidade De Lisboa; 2006; p. 402. 


249 The descent (underlined) is as follows: 

1. Don Abraham Senior/Fernan Peres Coronel of Segovia, Castile (1410/12-1493) = (1) 
Dona Violante de Cabrera, (2) Dona Maria Sanches del Rio; 

2. Tomas da Veiga (1414-1513) = Constanca Coronel; 

3. Rodrigo da Veiga, Physician to King Manuel I of Portugal = Juliana de Meneses; 

4. Manuel Rodrigues de Evora (e Veiga), Consul de Antuerpia (Antwerp), Burgues de 
Colonia (Cologne) (1578) = Catarina Lopes de Elvas; 

5. Simao Rodrigues de Evora, Baron of Rodes = D. Ana Ximenes de Aragao; 

6. Charles Rym/Rhym/Rijn, Baron of Bellem, Belgium (Bellem means Bethlehem - 
Google map ref: 51.086543, 3.493964) = Maria Rodrigues de Evora (1608-1644); 

7. Jean Francois Rym, Baron of Bellem = Marie Anne Therese de Hane; 

8. Charles Francois Rym, Baron of Bellem = Anne Marie Ferdinandine van den Eeckoute, 
Vrouwe ('Lady') van Grimberghe; 

9. Louis Francois de Montmorency, Prince de Montmorency, Comte de Logny, Vicomte 
de Roulers (d. 25 Jun/Jul 1736) = Marie Anne Therese Rym, Baronne de Bellem (1707- 
17 Aug 1738). 
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Mazzini, Giuseppe Garibaldi and Camillo Benso, Count of Cavour, first Prime Minister of 
Italy. 250 Cavour referred to Nassau William Senior as 'the most enlightened thinker in Great 
Britain' in a letter to Madame de Circourt, dated Turin, 23/2/1844. 'Enlightened' is possibly a 
significant word when used by a key figure in the Illuminati. Juri Lina, in his 'Under the Sign of 
the Scorpion', says that 'This operation [the march towards world power] was controlled 
from London.' 251 If true, this narrows down the possible leadership of the Illuminati quite 
considerably. 

But even Mazzini, described by Metternich as 'the most influential revolutionary in Europe', 
did not know who the leader of the Illuminati was. Piers Compton ('The Broken Cross') 
states: 'But although such places [as The Harold Pratt Building, New York] may be named, 
the veil of secrecy surrounding the inner circle of world government has never been broken. 
Nothing else in the world has remained so hidden, so intact; and the existence of such an 
inner circle was acknowledged by no less a person than Mazzini who, although one of the 
arch conspirators, was compelled to admit, in a letter written shortly before his death to a 
Doctor Breidenstine: 'We form an association of brothers in all points of the globe. Yet there 
is one unseen who can hardly be felt, yet it weighs on us. Whence comes it? Where is it? No 
one knows, or at least, no one talks. This association is secret even to us, the veterans of 
secret societies.' The Voice, the universal brotherhood magazine, first published in England in 
1973, later transferred to Somerset West, Cape Province, South Africa, has this to say about 
it: 'The Elder Brothers of the Race usually move through the world unknown. They seek no 
recognition, preferring to serve behind the scenes.' 1 

A mystery then, except that 'The Elder Brothers of the Race' would seem to point clearly to 
Jews as leaders of the Illuminati. Piers Compton (The Broken Cross) describes Lord 
Palmerston (1785-1865) as the 'Grand Patriarch of the Illuminati', but Palmerston had no 
Jewish blood as far as I know. The Rothschilds, obvious candidates, were Jewish of course, 
but were not of Davidic descent, as far as I know. 252 

In an article published in the Illustrated Sunday Herald newspaper on 8/2/1920 titled 'A 
struggle for the soul of the Jewish people', Winston Churchill wrote the following: 


250 'The leaders of the Italian Revolution, Mazzini, Garibaldi, and Cavour were the servants of 
the Eye, while such monarchs of the time as Victor Emmanuel II and Napoleon III also came 
within its radius.' (C ompton. Piers; The Broken Cross). 

251 The Illuminati - The Triumph of Treachery; Stockholm; 2002; Chapter 2; p. 56. 

252 Note that Disraeli, in his novel Coningsby, gives the main character, Sidonia, a glittering 
Sephardic background, whereas the actual person whom Sidonia was intended to represent, 
Nathan Mayer Rothschild (1777-1836), was an Ashkenazi Jew I believe. The family which did 
actually have a connection to the Dukes of Medina-Sidonia (from which the name Sidonia 
seems to have been taken) was the Senior/Coronel family. In 'Coningsby' Disraeli wrote (p. 
117): 'Sidonia was descended from a very ancient and noble family of Arragon, that, in the 
course of ages, had given to the state many distinguished citizens.' 
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'Some people like Jews and some do not; but no thoughtful man can doubt the fact that they 
are beyond all question the most formidable and the most remarkable race which has ever 
appeared in the world...And it may well be that this same astounding race may at the 
present moment be in the actual process of producing another system of morals and 
philosophy; as malevolent as Christianity was benevolent, which, if not arrested, would 
shatter irretrievably all that Christianity has rendered possible. It would almost seem as if the 
gospel of Christ and the gospel of Anti-Christ were destined to originate among the same 
people; and that this mystic and mysterious race had been chosen for the supreme 
manifestations, both of the divine and the diabolical... In violent opposition to all this sphere 
of Jewish effort rise the schemes of the International Jews. The adherents of this sinister 
confederacy are mostly men reared up among the unhappy populations of countries where 
Jews are persecuted on account of their race. Most, if not all of them, have forsaken the faith 
of their forefathers, and divorced from their minds all spiritual hopes of the next world. This 
movement among the Jews is not new. From the days of Spartacus-Weishaupt to those of 
Karl Marx, and down to Trotsky (Russia), Bela Kun (Hungary), Rosa Luxembourg (Germany), 
and Emma Goldman (United States), this world-wide conspiracy for the overthrow of 
civilization and for the reconstitution of society on the basis of arrested development, of 
envious malevolence, and impossible equality, has been steadily growing. It played, as a 
modern writer, Mrs. Webster, has so ably shown, a definitely recognizable part in the tragedy 
of the French Revolution. It has been the mainspring of every subversive movement during 
the Nineteenth Century; and now at last this band of extraordinary personalities from the 
underworld of the great cities of Europe and America have gripped the Russian people by the 
hair of their heads and have become practically the undisputed masters of that enormous 
empire. There is no need to exaggerate the part played in the creation of Bolshevism and in 
the actual bringing about of the Russian Revolution by these international and for the most 
part atheistical Jews. It is certainly a very great one; it probably outweighs all others...the 
majority of the leading figures are Jews. Moreover, the principal inspiration and driving 
power comes from the Jewish leaders. Thus, Tchitcherin, a pure Russian, is eclipsed by his 
nominal subordinate Litvinoff and the influence of Russians like Bukharin or Lunacharski 
cannot be compared with the power of Trotsky, or ofZinovieff the Dictator of the Red Citadel 
(Petrograd), or of Krasin or Radek - all Jews. In the Soviet institutions the predominance of 
Jews is even more astonishing. And the prominent, if not indeed the principal, part in the 
system of terrorism applied by the Extraordinary Commissions for Combating Counter- 
Revolution has been taken by Jews, and in some notable cases by Jewesses. The same evil 
prominence was obtained by Jews in the brief period of terror during which Bela Kun ruled in 
Hungary. The same phenomenon has been presented in Germany (especially in Bavaria), so 
far as this madness has been allowed to prey upon the temporary prostration of the German 
people. Although in all these countries there are many non-Jews every whit as bad as the 
worst of the Jewish revolutionaries, the part played by the latter in proportion to their 
numbers is astonishing... Needless to say, the most intense passions of revenge have been 
excited in the breasts of the Russian people... Wherever General Denikin's authority could 
reach, protection was always accorded to the Jewish population, and strenuous efforts were 
made by his officers to prevent reprisals and to punish those guilty of them...The fact that in 
many cases Jewish interests and Jewish places of worship are excepted by the Bolsheviks 
from their universal hostility has tended more and more to associate the Jewish race in 
Russia with the villainies which are now being perpetrated.' 
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So even Winston Churchill believed in a Jewish conspiracy to rule the world, although he 
later became a great friend of the Jews/lsrael and kept his opinions on such matters to 
himself. 

There are eight revolutions which descendants of the Senior/Coronel family seem to have 
been involved in, to one degree or another, as follows: 


1. The Revolt of the 
Comuneros in Spain 
(1520-1522). 

Juan Bravo, one of the leaders of the Revolt of the 

Comuneros, was married to Maria Coronel, grand-daughter 
of Don Abraham Senior/Fernan Perez Coronel. 

2. The 80 Years War in 
Holland (1568-1648). 

Solomon Senior/Juan Perez Coronel was the right-hand 
man of (and almost certainly related to - via the Benveniste 
family) Joseph Nasi, appointed Duke of Naxos and the 

Seven Islands (Duke of the Aegean), Count of Andros and 

Lord of Tiberias by the Sultan, Selim II (1524-1574). Joseph 
Nasi encouraged the revolt of the Dutch against Spanish 
rule, which led to the 80 Years War (1568-1648). 

3. The Glorious 

Revolution in England 
(1688). 

Judith Francisco Teixeira, daughter of Don Manuel Teixeira 
(Jewish name, Isaac Senior), was the first wife of Francisco 
Lopes Suasso, second Baron d'Avernas le Gras (c.1657- 
1710), a banker and financier who lent some two million 
guilders to William of Orange (King William III) to finance 
the Glorious Revolution of 1688. Members of the 
Senior/Coronel family and connected families were 
amongst the early shareholders of the Bank of England (est. 
1694), which was the Jews reward for helping William III. 

4. The American 

Revolution (1765-1783). 

Senior money was, it appears, used to finance the 

American Revolution via the fortune of the wife of the 
Marquis de Ruffec (Princess Louise-Augustine (or 
Philippine-Auguste) de Montmorency (1735-1817), a Senior 
descendant). The Marquis de Ruffec played a more 
significant part in the American Revolution than any other 
Frenchman and, amongst other things, was responsible for 
sending Lafayette to help the American Revolutionaries. He 
proposed himself as King of America, which, had he 
succeeded, would have put the Senior/Coronel family (his 
heirs via the Princess) on the throne of the USA. 

5. The French Revolution 
(1789). 

Armand-Louis de Gontaut, Duke of Lauzun and Duke of 

Biron (b. 1747-1793 guillotined), who was married to a 

Senior descendant, Amelie de Boufflers (b. 1751-1794 
guillotined), only daughter of Charles-Joseph de Boufflers, 
Duke of Boufflers (1731-1751 spm), was part of the critical 
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conduit between the French Masons and the Bavarian 
Illuminati in the period leading up the French Revolution. 
Amelie de Boufflers was a friend of Rousseau, 'Father of 
the Enlightenment', which provided the intellectual 
inspiration for the French Revolution. 253 

6. The May Revolution in 
Argentina (1810). 

Maria Mercedes Coronel (1777-1854), wife of Francisco 

Paso, one of the leaders of the May Revolution of 1810, is 
considered to be one of the Patricias Argentinas ('Founders 
of Argentina'), but there is no proven connection to the 
Senior/Coronel family other than her name. 


Nassau William Senior (1790-1864), who was a leading 
political economist and advisor to British governments (he 
was offered, but refused, the Governor-Generalship of 
Canada), knew and was closely associated with some of the 
leading figures in the Risorgimento, the series of wars and 
revolutions which resulted in the unification of Italy (and, 
interestingly, the loss to the Papacy of the Papal States). 
These included Mazzini (1805-1872), described as 'the most 
influential revolutionary in Europe' (Metternich) and the 
'Prophet of Europe' and, apparently, the leader of the 
Bavarian Illuminati and a 33rd Degree Mason, Garibaldi 
(1807-1882) and the Count of Cavour (1810-1861), first 
Prime Minister of Italy, who were both, apparently. Masons 
and members of the Illuminati. 

Max Senior (1862-1939), a member of the Joint 
Distribution Committee of Funds for Jewish War Sufferers, 
appears to have played a key role in getting financial help 
to the Bolsheviks in the period leading up to the Russian 
Revolution. I have not established a connection between 
Max Senior and the Senior/Coronel family but I have not 
come across a Jew of that name (Senior) who is not a 
member of the family. 

In addition, Luisa Margarida de Barros Portugal (1816-1891), Countess of Barral and 
Marquise of Montferrat (the Marquis was a relative of Josephine, Empress of France, wife of 
the Emperor Napoleon), was a descendant of Constanta Coronel, daughter of Don Abraham 
Senior. She was preceptor/governess of Princesses Isabel (1846-1921) and Leopoldina (1847- 


253 Robison, John; Proofs of a Conspiracy Against All the Religions and Governments of 
Europe Carried on in the Secret Meetings of Free Masons, Illuminati and Reading Societies 
Collected from Good Authorities; 1798; p. 214. 


8. The Russian Revolution 
(1917). 


7. The Risorgimento in 
Italy (1815-1871). 
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1871) of Brazil. She was also the mistress of their father, Pedro II (1825-1891), last Emperor 
of Brazil. She undoubtedly played a significant role in forming the character and opinions of 
Princess Isabel, who, as Princess Imperial, acted as Regent in the absence of her father. In 
1888, while her father was abroad. Princess Isabel signed the 'Golden Law 1 , which abolished 
slavery in Brazil; she was known as 'A Redentora’ ('The Redemptress') as a result. Largely as a 
result of the abolition of slavery, which antagonized the powerful plantation owners, the 
Emperor was deposed in a coup d'etat in the following year (1889). This is a unique example 
of the ousting of a monarch who was very popular. Thus, another Senior/Coronel 
descendant was involved, tangentially, in yet another revolution, but this is by-the-by. 

Max Senior (1862-1939), above, son of Abraham Senior (b. 10/4/1811 in Westfelen, 
Germany; d. 10/2/1883 Cincinnati) and Regina nee Mayfield (Meyerfeld), married Emma 
Kuhn (1863-1927), daughter of Samuel Kuhn, a partner at Kuhn, Loeb & Co. (brother of 
Abraham Kuhn (1819-1892), founder of Kuhn, Loeb & Co.) and Rachel nee Wise. Max 
Senior's sister, Amelia Senior (1855-1938) married Emma Kuhn's brother, Edward Kuhn 
(1855-1932). Another sister, Eda Kuhn (1867-1951), married a Morris Loeb (1863-1912). 
Emma Kuhn's aunt, Fannie Kuhn (c.1831-1855), married Salomon Loeb (1828-1903), founder 
of Kuhn, Loeb & Co. Their daughter, Therese Loeb (1854-1933), married Jacob Schiff (1847- 
1920), who financed Japan during the Russo-Japanese War of 1904-5. Their daughter, Freida 
Fanny Schiff (1876-1958), married Felix Moritz Warburg (1871-1937). Their daughter Carola 
Warburg (1896-1987) married Walter Nathan Rothschild (1892-1960), son of Simon Frank 
Rothschild (1861-1936) and Lillian Isabelle Abraham (1869-1927). Simon Frank Rothschild 
was the son of Frank Rothschild (1831-1897) and Amanda Blun (1839-1907). Frank 
Rothschild (1831-1897) was the son of Isaac Rothschild (1793-1887), born in Krautheim, 
Hohenlohekreis, Baden-Wuerttemberg, Germany, but I have no idea where Isaac Rothschild 
fits in to the main Rothschild family. Thus, the Seniors, the Kuhns, the Schiffs, the Loebs, the 
Warburgs and the Rothschilds were all related. 

Max Senior, who had been a Zionist supporter, but turned against Zionism, received a letter 
dated 26/9/1917 from Louis Marshall (1856-1929), President of the American Jewish 
Committee at the Versailles Peace Conference and Vice-President of the American Jewish 
Congress, which said: 'The Balfour Declaration with its acceptance by the powers, is an act of 
the highest diplomacy. It means both more and less than appears on the surface. Zionism is 
but an incident of a far-reaching plan : it is merely a convenient peg on which to hang a 
powerful weapon ... All the protests they [the non-Zionists) may make would be futile. It 
would subject them individually to hateful and concrete examples of a most impressive 
nature. Even if I were disposed to combat Zionism, I would shrink from the possibilities which 
might result. 1254 This appears to be a very thinly veiled threat against (or warning to) anti- 
Zionists. Note also the reference to 'a far-reaching plan 1 (for which read 'global conspiracy' 
perhaps), which is confirmation from the horse's mouth, as it were. 


254 Carr, William Guy, Pawns in the Game: FBI edition, Ch. 9. 
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It was Kuhn, Loeb & Co. who financed Lenin. 'It was finally decided that Kuhn-Loeb of New 
York should place $50,000,000 to the credit of Lenin and Trotsky in the bank of Sweden. 1255 
Indeed, it is clear that the Bolshevik Revolution would almost certainly not have succeeded, 
or even happened, without the backing of Jewish bankers, primarily Kuhn, Loeb & Co. and, in 
particular, Jacob Schiff of that firm. 

With regard to the Russian (Bolshevik) Revolution of 1917, note the following. 

'With the notable exception of Lenin (Vladimir Ulyanov), most of the leading Communists 
who took control of Russia in 1917-20 were Jews. Leon Trotsky (Lev Bronstein) headed the 
Red Army and, for a time, was chief of Soviet foreign affairs. Yakov Sverdlov (Solomon) was 
both the Bolshevik party's executive secretary and - as chairman of the Central Executive 
Committee - head of the Soviet government. Grigori Zinoviev (Radomyslsky) headed the 
Communist International (Comintern), the central agency for spreading revolution in foreign 
countries. Other prominent Jews included press commissar Karl Radek (Sobelsohn), foreign 
affairs commissar Maxim Litvinov (Wallach), Lev Kamenev (Rosenfeld) and Moisei Uritsky. 

See individual entries in: H. Shukman, ed., The Blackwell Encyclopedia of the Russian 
Revolution (Oxford: 1988), and in: G. Wigoder, ed.. Dictionary of Jewish Biography (New York: 
Simon and Schuster, 1991). 

The prominent Jewish role in Russia's pre-1914 revolutionary underground, and in the early 
Soviet regime, is likewise confirmed in: Stanley Rothman and S. Robert Lichter, Roots of 
Radicalism (New York: Oxford, 1982), pp. 92-94. 

Lenin himself was of mostly Russian and Kalmuck ancestry, but he was also one-quarter 
Jewish. His maternal grandfather, Israel (Alexander) Blank, was a Ukrainian Jew who was 
later baptized into the Russian Orthodox Church. After years of official suppression, this fact 
was acknowledged in 1991 in the Moscow weekly Ogonyok. See: Jewish Chronicle (London), 
July 16, 1991.; See also: Letter by L. Horwitz in The New York Times, Aug. 5, 1992, which cites 
information from the Russian journal "Native Land Archives."; "Lenin's Lineage?" 'Jewish,' 
Claims Moscow News," Forward (New York City), Feb. 28, 1992, pp. 1, 3.; M. Checinski, 
Jerusalem Post (weekly international edition), Jan. 26, 1991, p. 9. 

David R. Francis, United States ambassador in Russia, warned in a January 1918 dispatch to 
Washington: "The Bolshevik leaders here, most of whom are Jews and 90 percent of whom 
are returned exiles, care little for Russia or any other country but are internationalists and 
they are trying to start a worldwide social revolution." See David R. Francis, Russia from the 
American Embassy (New York: 1921), p. 214. 

The Netherlands' ambassador in Russia, Oudendyke, made much the same point a few 
months later: "Unless Bolshevism is nipped in the bud immediately, it is bound to spread in 
one form or another over Europe and the whole world as it is organized and worked by Jews 
who have no nationality, and whose one object is to destroy for their own ends the existing 


255 Carr, William Guy, Pawns in the Game: FBI edition, Ch. 16. 
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order of things." See Foreign Relations of the United States -1918 - Russia, Vol. 1 
(Washington, DC: 1931), pp. 678-679. 

"The Bolshevik Revolution," declared a leading American Jewish community paper in 1920, 
"was largely the product of Jewish thinking [brains], Jewish discontent [dissatisfaction], 
Jewish effort to reconstruct [planning] [whose goal is to create a new order in the world. 
What was performed in so excellent a way in Russia, thanks to Jewish brains, and because of 
Jewish dissatisfaction, and by Jewish planning, shall also, through the same Jewish mental 
and physical forces, become a reality all over the world.]" See American Hebrew (New York), 
Sept. 1920. Quoted in: Nathan Glazer and Daniel Patrick Moynihan, Beyond the Melting Pot 
(Cambridge, Mass.: 1963), p. 268. 

"Anyone who had the misfortune to fall into the hands of the Cheka," wrote Jewish historian 
Leonard Schapiro, "stood a very good chance of finding himself confronted with, and possibly 
shot by, a Jewish investigator." In Ukraine, "Jews made up nearly 80 percent of the rank-and- 
file Cheka agents," reports W. Bruce Lincoln, an American professor of Russian history. See 
The Atlantic, Sept. 1991, p. 14.; In 1919, three-quarters of the Cheka staff in Kiev were Jews, 
who were careful to spare fellow Jews. By order, the Cheka took few Jewish hostages. R. 
Pipes, The Russian Revolution (1990), p. 824.; Israeli historian Louis Rapoport also confirms 
the dominant role played by Jews in the Soviet secret police throughout the 1920s and 1930s. 
L. Rapoport, Stalin's War Against the Jews (New York: 1990), pp. 30-31, 43-45, 49-50. 

It is estimated that the (Jewish) Bolsheviks murdered up to 60 million ordinary Russian 
people, who were mostly Christians of course. Russian professor Igor Bestuzhev-Lada, writing 
in a 1988 issue of the Moscow weekly Nedelya, suggested that during the Stalin era alone 
(1935-1953), as many as 50 million people were killed, condemned to camps from which they 
never emerged, or lost their lives as a direct result of the brutal "dekulakization" campaign 
against the peasantry. "Soviets admit Stalin killed 50 million," The Sunday Times, London, 
April 17, 1988.; R. J. Rum me I, a professor of political science at the University of Hawaii, has 
recently calculated that 61.9 million people were systematically killed by the Soviet 
Communist regime from 1917 to 1987. R. J. Rummel, Lethal Politics: Soviet Genocide and 
Mass Murder Since 1917 (Transaction, 1990).' 

The above is taken from The Jewish Role in the Bolshevik Revolution and Russia's Early Soviet 
Regime by Mark Weber; The Journal of Historical Review; Jan.- Feb. 1994 (Vol. 14, No. 1); 
pages 4-22. 

It is difficult to deny the existence of a Jewish 'far-reaching plan' (that is, global conspiracy) 
in the face of such evidence. And I have only skimmed the surface of the available evidence. 

And finally this from a rabbi in August 2019: 

'Just like they destroyed Russia a few years before that - through their Communism over 
there. Jews destroyed Russia, not goyim. Jews destroyed it. Communism is by Jews. Don't let 
anybody confuse you. You look at history: Karl Marx, all the [others],...they are all Jews. 
Wicked, but none the less Jews. They destroyed Russia, and [Hitler] wrote in chapter two of 
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Mein Kompf: 'Now they wont to destroy Germany. That's why I have to destroy them.' Now, 
it doesn't make it right. I'm pointing out, that's absolute true history.' 256 

Well, that's a summary of what I have found. What can we reliably assert on the basis of that 
evidence? You decide. 

The most explosive literary secret in history (The poet and the queen) 

So there we go. My mother's family, the Senior/Coronel family apparently: 

1. Includes probably the most extraordinary person in the history of the world outside 
the Holy Family - Maria de Agreda, the 'Lady in Blue'. 257 

2. Is a branch of the House of David. 

3. Is descended from the last-known Exilarch of the Jews (King of Judah in exile), Don 
Abraham Senior (d. 1493). 

4. Founded the Illuminati and appears to have been involved in every major revolution 
in the last 500 years, up to and including the Bolshevik Revolution of 1917. 

But all of this will not mean much to many people I guess. If you don't believe in God (or 
even the possibility of a God), dismiss the very idea of 'miracles' (for want of a better word), 
and regard the whole Illuminati thing as a silly conspiracy theory, then you will probably 
regard most of what I have said as meaningless garbage. Well, you may be right. 

On the other hand, 'The Da Vinci Code' was a huge best-seller, so many people are clearly 
interested in these things, if only to provide a bit of excitement. And there is a certain 


256 Reuven, Rabbi Yaron; Stump The Rabbi; 15/8/2019; 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CoGWWiGyhdc, quoted from 
https://christiansfortruth.com/rabbi-predicts-a-holocaust-for-iews-in-america-if-ruinous- 

jewish-usury-is-not-stopped/ . The Rabbi goes on to say that the Jews are now doing to the 
USA what they did to Germany (that is, looted and corrupted it) and that they risk facing 
another Holocaust as a result. 

257 So who are the most extraordinary figures in history? Well, Jesus Christ of course, but we 
have excluded him. In the religious field we have Buddha (Buddhism), Calvin (Calvinism), 
Confucius (Confucianism), Francis of Assisi (Roman Catholicism), Joseph Smith Jr. 
(Mormonism), Krishna (Hinduism), Martin Luther (Protestantism), Moses (Judaism), 
Muhammad (Islam) and Zoroaster (Zoroastrianism). In terms of military conquest we have 
Alexander the Great, Attila the Hun, Cyrus the Great, Genghis Khan, Hannibal, Hitler, 
Napoleon and Tamerlane. In knowledge and the sciences we have Archimedes, Aristotle, 
Marie Curie, Darwin, Einstein, Faraday, Freud, Galileo, Leonardo, Newton, Pasteur, Socrates 
and Tesla. In politics we have Julius Caesar, Churchill, Gandhi, Lenin, Stalin, Washington, Mao 
Zedong and so on. But when we say 'extraordinary' we really mean 'unbelievable'. Alexander 
may be great but he is, nonetheless, believable. So, none of these people, other than some 
of the religious ones perhaps, are unbelievable (Muhammad was just a fraud of course) and 
Maria de Agreda is, I would say, the most extraordinary of those. 
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'conspiracy theorist' (David Icke) who manages to fill large auditoriums with people eager to 
hear him spout his theory about how the British royal family are alien space lizards, or 
something along those lines. I consider myself a model of sanity in comparison (Apologies if I 
am wrong. Your Royal Scaliness). There used to be a British newspaper (more of a comic 
really), called The News of the World, which would print the most outrageous headlines 
every Sunday. It was very funny. One of these headlines was 'Queen Mother is a Martian! 

The proof!’ or something similar. This was followed by a lunatic article full of silly doctored 
photos. I laughed like a drain at the time, but maybe there is something in it. 

There is loads more amazing stuff but I just don't have room to put it all in. 258 So let's move 
on. 

That brings us to the subject of this book, which is the identity of the real William 
Shakespeare, his marriage to Mary, Queen of Scots, and the birth of their child, who was the 
rightful Queen of England - and Scotland of course. 

Since I deal with these matters in the book proper, I will only deal with them very briefly 
here. All I will say is that my theory (now no longer a theory, I believe, but established fact) 
has taken almost 20 years to come to fruition, but it was dormant for most of that time. 
Indeed, I initially dismissed the whole idea as just an interesting, if rather whacky, theory. 
There was no 'Hallelujah moment', just a steady accumulation of evidence building to a 
conclusion, including some evidence which I was convinced would never emerge. This 
includes evidence relating to the theory (which I did not originate) that Shakespeare's 
daughter, Susanna, was not his daughter but his sister. Where is this evidence? In 
Shakespeare's will, the most famous of all Shakespearean documents, staring us in the face, 
in black and white, which describes Susanna's daughter, Elizabeth Hall, as Shakespeare's 
niece. This makes Susanna his sister of course. How is it possible that no-one has noticed this 
in the last 400 years, or, if they noticed it, just dismissed it out of hand? It could be wrong of 
course, but to dismiss it out of hand? 

What has amazed me is that I found one piece of amazing corroborative evidence, then 
another, then another, and so on. The pieces just fell into place. For instance, in relation to 
the royal child, whose existence is proved by a portrait of a pregnant Mary, Queen of Scots, 
and an accompanying sonnet, as described below, I naturally suspected that it was Thomas 
Salusbury's (the real William Shakespeare) only daughter, Margaret Salusbury (b. 1586), but I 
had no evidence. It was just a hunch. And then, in quick succession, I came across two 
staggering bits of evidence. Firstly, Mary, Queen of Scots, had been confined to her bed for a 
month in the very month that Margaret Salusbury was born, and, secondly, that daughter, 
Margaret Salusbury, had been disinherited (barred from inheriting Lleweni, the Salusbury 


258 These include Don Antonio Francisco Coronel (1817-1894) of California, who I believe was 
the real Zorro, but I have not established a positive link from him to the Senior/Coronel 
family, Samuel Pallache (cl550-1616), a pirate painted by Rembrandt, and the Ximenes de 
Aragao family, descended from the Senior/Coronel family in the female line, who married 
into the Medici family and who built the most amazing fairy-tale palace in the world, the 
Palace of Sammezzano, Reggello, near Florence, Italy. 
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family's estate) in the very month she was born. Why would a man disinherit his own child? 
His only child? There was only one reason I could think of. Because she was not the 
legitimate heir of her father. Why was she not the legitimate heir of her father? Because she 
was not the daughter of Thomas Salusbury and his 'wife' (I think their marriage was a nullity 
because it was a child marriage entered into under duress), Margaret Salusbury (nee Wynn). 
I regard this latter piece of evidence as conclusive proof. 

The results of my researches are contained in the book. 
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Personal beliefs 



'I know nothing!' 259 What I know about religion, philosophy and science. 

I suppose that, at the very least, what follows might be of some interest as illustrating the 
thoughts of a non-expert on religious matters. A sort of 'What ordinary people really think 
about religion.' Believe me, future historians will be fascinated and amazed. 

Introduction 

This is the most important part to me, because it concerns eternal truths, but I don't expect 
to convince anyone of anything and I don't regard myself as having had any sort of 'flash of 
enlightenment' ('road to Damascus moment') which makes me better or wiser than anyone 
else. I am not a cleric or a philosopher or a scientist, so I merely 'put it out there' in the hope 
that it might help (as opposed to convince) others, that is all. Like many people, like 
everyone in fact, I am on a path. Some people are in front of me on the path and others are 
behind me. Perhaps my experiences can help others, perhaps not. To help even one person 
would be worthwhile (I have low expectations). Anyway, here goes. 

Where do I start? Well, I am a Christian and I was brought up in the Church of England; that 
is, as a Protestant. Like most children I didn't think about religion that much, although it was 
a daily part of my life. My parents were fairly easy-going in matters of religion; not strict or 
doctrinal; I learned their goodness by example, which is the most important lesson. I just 
took the Bible as truth and learned the stories from the Old and New Testaments. If the 
Bible says that the walls of Jericho fell down at the blast of trumpets, so be it. Wiser and 


259 This is a quote from a character called Manuel, a Spanish waiter, in the British comedy TV 
series Fawlty Towers. It requires a Spanish accent ('I know narrr - ting.'). 


318 



better people than me had accepted it for two thousand years or more. Why should I know 
better, aged six? 

At school I loved singing hymns and some of the psalms were very beautiful, such as the 
Nunc Dimittis. It was deeply moving when sung at Evensong with the golden warmth of the 
setting sun streaming in through the west window of the school chapel. 

'Lord, now lettest thou thy servant depart in peace, according to thy word: 

For mine eyes have seen thy salvation. 

Which thou hast prepared before the face of all people; 

A light to lighten the Gentiles, and the glory of thy people Israel.' 

It gave one a great sense of peace. 

But also, on one occasion, while on duty pumping the air for the organ (by hand - it was a 
simple up and down handle), I made an extremely loud and rude noise in the middle of the 
sermon at the apropos moment. My backside paid a heavy price afterwards but, boy, was it 
worth it (the whole school burst out laughing)! Boys will be boys. 

I went to church regularly throughout my time at school, where we had daily morning 
prayers and services every Sunday. Outside of school, my family went to the major services 
in the Church calendar. In those days the church was always full to bursting on such 
occasions. 

Annabel and I were married in church of course and we continued going to the major 
services. The church was always welcoming and never demanded more than we were 
prepared to give. If you hadn't been to church for six months, they were just as welcoming 
as if you went every week. Annabel did a lot of charity work locally (Meals on Wheels and so 
on), so she lived the Christian life more than I did I think (but providing for your family is a 
Christian duty I would say, and a noble duty at that). I guess that I just didn't think very 
deeply about religion at all. It was there in the background but it did not in impinge on my 
everyday life. I thought of God as an impersonal force. Fine, God created the sun and the 
stars and all that, but how would that help me with the electricity bill? On a personal level, I 
regarded Christ as the exemplar to follow, so, as a follower of Christ in that sense, I guess I 
was certainly a Christian, just not one who thought deeply about theological issues. 

This situation continued until my 50s I guess, since when there have been a number of 
developments in my thinking as explained below. 

The main point is that I have now reached a position where I regard the existence of God as 
a proven scientific fact . I can't really understand how, in the face of the available evidence, 
anyone can fail come to the same conclusion, outside of a determination not to accept the 
evidence, which is the position of many people (including scientists) of course. The problem 
is that I cannot really explain the step by step process by which I came to that conclusion; 
the road I took. It not like proving a formula, which can be done mechanically (step 1, step 2, 
step 3 etc.). All I can do is explain the main factors which took me to that place and hope 
that if you consider the same factors and reach some of the same key markers along the way 
(such as the realization that Darwinism is nonsense), then you will go through broadly the 
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same sort of process as I did and end up in broadly the same place. In any event, I think that 
the religious journey is ultimately one that we all have to make on our own. It's the old 'You 
can take a horse to water but you can't make it drink' syndrome I guess. 

Proving the existence of God is, to me, rather like a Sherlock Homes mystery. No single piece 
of evidence provides the answer ('This is the proof!' sort of thing), so it is foolish to look for 
such a thing. Evidence from various sources gradually comes together, no one piece 
sufficient in itself, but each re-enforcing the other, until you are certain that you have the 
true picture. 

So what are these various elements? In my case they included (not necessarily in order of 
importance): 

1. Science - Darwinian nonsense and other matters. 

2. 'The No. 1 enemy of the theory of evolution is math.' 

3. Common sense - Some obvious deductions from what we see around us. 

4. More common sense - The Big Bang. 

5. Universal Constants - Where did they come from? 

6. The Bible - 'Seek and ye shall find'. 

7. The Resurrection - Believe the believers. 

8. Why there is suffering in the world - 'The parable of the kindly father' or 'What would 
you do if you were God?' 

9. Free will - The power to choose to do right or wrong. 

10. More free will - If God exists then why doesn't he reveal himself? 

11. A flying nun in the family - Maria de Agreda. 

12. Judaism - The Old Covenant and the New Covenant. 

13. God is love, the existence of Heaven and Hell, the insanity of unconditional 
forgiveness and other matters. 

Science - Darwinian nonsense and other matters 

With regard to the science, I read a number of books and watched quite a number of 
presentations or discussions (YouTube videos and so on) on the issue of religion versus 
science. My approach was generally to explore the 'anti' view first to try to understand their 
evidence and reasoning (I am open-minded, unlike atheists). I read Richard Dawkins, the 
well-known atheist, and various other authors. What struck me was not so much the 
weakness of their arguments but their hatred for Christianity. Why? If the atheist case is so 
strong, why the need to attack Christianity at all, given that its central tenet is 'Love thy 
neighbour '? The mere fact that a person does this makes me suspect that they are driven by 
hate, not by the evidence. I think this is the case with many scientists. 

Darwin's theory of evolution has two main components: (1) random variation and (2) natural 
selection. The theory dictates that species evolve as a result of small random variations in 
physical characteristics (length of nose, size of ears and so on) which survive (are naturally 
selected) because they confer some sort of advantage. For instance, an animal with slightly 
larger ears might hear predators better than another animal of the same species with 
'normal' ears and so have a better chance of survival. So, the large-eared specimens of the 
species are more likely to survive and the small-eared ones are more likely to be eaten by 
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predators - as a general rule over time. Of these large-eared specimens there will be some 
with even larger ears, and they will survive better than the specimens with just large ears. 
Over time, a species will develop with the optimal ear size for survival. This process is called 
the survival of the fittest ('fittest' meaning best suited for survival, including reproduction). 

One key point about Darwin's theory of evolution is that the benefit of any random variation 
has to be immediate in the sense that it must confer an advantage which is of immediate 
benefit to the individual. In short, evolution has no foresight. An individual monkey might 
have some random variation in the bones of its right hand which makes it easier for that 
monkey to drive a car. But if cars haven't been invented yet, such a variation is of no 
immediate benefit in terms of survival. If a monkey doesn't have a car, it is of no use to it to 
have some characteristic which would allow it to drive a car better if it had one. In other 
words, the particular monkey has no better chance of survival as a result of the particular 
variation, so the variation will tend to just breed out (or, at least, is no more likely to survive) 
because specimens with the variation have no better chance of survival than specimens 
without the variation, in the current environment, while other specimens without the 
variation will have some other variation which does confer an immediate advantage in terms 
of survival in the current environment . 

One process which I cannot fit into the Darwinian theory, in my mind at least (and maybe 
that's the problem), is the emergence of male and female sexes. Clearly, we have a process 
where a single sex species evolves into a two sex species. Clearly, the single sex species 
reproduced via a process which did not involve mating between sexes. The final 'product' is 
a species with two sexes where a male can mate with a female and successfully produce 
offspring. This can only happen if both the male and the female of the species have fully 
developed reproductive organs (since the definition of 'fully-developed' is 'able to produce 
offspring'). The critical point is that the process of developing reproductive organs must have 
taken a very long time and, until fully developed into the working 'end product', those 
reproductive organs were not capable of reproduction. Since they were not capable of 
reproduction, having these useless organs conferred no benefit it terms of survival. So how 
did these random variations survive over a long enough period to develop fully functional 
reproductive organs? And how did the process 'know' how to develop towards a fully 
functioning 'end product' given that anything short of a fully functioning 'end product' (one 
that results in successful sexual reproduction) is, by definition, a failure (since it does not 
result in successful sexual reproduction)? We appear to have a process which breaks the 
fundamental law of Darwinism that evolution cannot see into the future. In short, we have a 
process which appears to work towards a known end product (fully functional male and 
female reproductive organs). Not only that, but the male organs must (it seems to me) 
develop independently of the female organs in such a way that the 'end products' (the male 
reproductive organs and the female reproductive organs) work together. How on earth did 
that happen? It is like digging a tunnel from the two opposite ends and expecting them to 
meet perfectly in the middle without either side knowing what the other side is up to - but a 
lot more complicated. What if both sexes had developed willies (a penis)? I have a picture of 
a caveman (with willy) and a cavewoman (with willy) looking at each other and thinking: 
'Whoops! How do we manage this one?' Perhaps I am being stupid but I cannot find an 
answer to this problem, which is odd given that it is one of the most obvious and 
fundamental of evolutionary questions; namely 'Given that the single sex species was 
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successfully reproducing (it must have been or it would have become extinct), why did two 
sexes emerge at all, given that the process must have taken a very long time and will not 
have worked or conferred any advantage until the reproductive organs were fully functional 
and that this implies that the evolutionary process somehow 'knew' the end result it was 
aiming for?' Answers on a postcard please. 

Or how about this? 

'And God said. Let us make man in our image, after our likeness: and let them have dominion 
over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over the cattle, and over all the 
earth, and over every creeping thing that creepeth upon the earth. 

So God created man in his own image, in the image of God created he him; male and female 
created he them. 

And God blessed them, and God said unto them. Be fruitful, and multiply, and replenish the 
earth, and subdue it: and have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, 
and over every living thing that moveth upon the earth. 

And God said. Behold, I have given you every herb bearing seed, which is upon the face of all 
the earth, and every tree, in the which is the fruit of a tree yielding seed; to you it shall be for 
meat. 

And to every beast of the earth, and to every fowl of the air, and to every thing that creepeth 
upon the earth, wherein there is life, I have given every green herb for meat: and it was so. 

And God saw every thing that he had made, and, behold, it was very good. And the evening 
and the morning were the sixth day.' (Genesis 1:26-31) 

Kinda makes sense does it not? 

I believe that it is now widely accepted that while the Darwinian theory of evolution does 
account for minor variations within species, it does not convincingly account for the 
emergence of one species from another; what is called 'speciation'. It certainly doesn't 
account for the actual origin of anything, so the title 'On the Origin of Species' is fraudulent. 
As I understand it, if the Darwinian theory is correct the fossil record would allow us to track 
the emergence of new species (old species fossil, fossil halfway between old species and 
new species, new species fossil). But it doesn't; not a single example proving 'speciation' (the 
missing link between species) has been found (although while digging up some carrots in my 
garden last weekend I did find a bone of something which I am convinced was halfway 
between a whale and a horse - or perhaps it was halfway between a rhinoceros and a 
butterfly). 

Another problem with the fossil record is what is called the Cambrian explosion; that is, the 
emergence of a substantial number of new species in a relatively short space of time (in 
geological terms). The Darwinian theory of evolution cannot explain this phenomenon. 
Random variation requires randomness and a period of inactivity followed by a period of 
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extreme activity just doesn't fit the model. It ain't random. Look it up if you are not familiar 
with the arguments. 

'The No. 1 enemy of the theory of evolution is math' 

On the other hand, there are things which exist which are plainly impossible in a Darwinian 
universe (one in which evolution only happens as a result of random variations over time), 
such as the enzyme Glycosylase RCSB PDB 5T2W, which has a combinatorial complexity of 
2 0 283 . In other words, the number of random variations it would take to develop the enzyme 
exceeds what is called the Universal Probability Bound of 10 150 , making it mathematically 
impossible for the enzyme to have developed via a Darwinian evolutionary process. A 
further example is E.coli ATP synthase, RCSB PDB 5T4Q, which has a combinatorial 
complexity of 2 0 4926 . This exceeds the number of atoms in the universe (10 8 °) multiplied by 
the number of seconds in recorded time (10 18 , a generous 31 billion years). This means that 
if every atom in the universe had varied once every second for 31 billion years, there would 
not be enough time to randomly develop the enzyme. 



Glycosylase 


RCSB PDB 5T2W 
283 residues 


Glycosylase "flipping out" 
this errant base from the DNA. 

The combinatorial complexity of 
Glycosylase (20 283 ) far exceeds 
the Universal Probability Bound, 
which is 10 15 °. This means that the 
evolution of Glycosylase is impossible. 
This molecular machine is only one of 
FOUR machines needed for DNA repair. 
The four-machine system requires fore¬ 
sight and intelligence, the qualities of a mind, not of chemistry. 


This amazing 
enzyme appears 
to "KNOW" when 
it encounters a 
mistake. It has the 
"SKILL" to remove 
the faulty base. 


Evolution Xpert 
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The #1 enemy of the theory of evolution is MATH 



This is vastly larger than this 


Number of Seconds in All Time 10 A 18 * 


All the Atoms in the Universe 10 A 80 


There is not enough time in 
the history of the universe to 
perform a tiny fraction of the 
random experiments needed 
to make ATP Synthase. 


Multiplied By 


Equals 


/ 



X 


* 10 A 18 seconds is actually 31 billion years, much 
more time than evolutionists claim existed. 

Evolution Xpert 

Common sense - Some obvious deductions from what we see around us. 

Common sense also has a part to play in bringing people to God. I mean, just look around 
you at the infinite wonder and variety of life. Observe (a scientific process) and deduce (a 
scientific process). If you are walking down a street and you see a car parked at the side of 
the road, do you say to yourself: 'That car obviously evolved through a random process until 
there emerged a V8 Super Deluxe Road Sporster with alloy wheels, sun roof, walnut 
dashboard, leather steering wheel and furry dice hanging from the rear-view mirror '? Of 
course not. No, you say to yourself 'What a beautifully designed car.' The assumption that 
something complex, beautiful and fit for purpose has been deliberately designed is so 
ingrained that you hardly realize that you have made that assumption. Now, compared to a 
humming bird or a cheetah or an enzyme which repairs DNA, a car is so primitive it is 
laughable. So, how can you look at the infinite variety and beauty and elegance and fitness 
for purpose of life on earth and not think 'Surely, it is, at the very least, more probable than 
not that this all came to be here by design.' Such a logical process is rational and it satisfies 
the Occam's razor principle that the simplest explanation is likely to be the right one. The 
simplest explanation for the universe is that it was designed that way, otherwise you have to 
argue that something came out of nothing, and that isn't simple or sensible. Think of, say, a 
house. Even if we accept that it emerged from some random process (with walls, roof, 
windows, doors, plumbing, electricity and so on), where did the bricks come from? Answer 
me that, scientists. Silence. And yet these intellectual pygmies (they are intelligent but not 
wise) insist that you accept their toy theories. 
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More common sense - The Big Bang. 


And this common sense process extends to the Big Bang. If scientists ever manage to fully 
explain how the Big Bang happened (the process), they will still leave open the question of 
why it happened in the first place; that is, who or what caused the Big Bang? Science itself 
works on the fundamental assumption of cause and effect, action and reaction. In short, if 
you see an effect, there must be a cause. Duns Scotus, a Scottish medieval scholar, used this 
reasoning to argue for the existence of God; that is, there must be a first cause (an uncaused 
cause) and that first cause is what we call God. 

I feel genuinely sorry for scientists who are desperately working to find out how the Big Bang 
happened so that they can disprove the existence of God. I believe many scientists have this 
motivation. You should see the venomous contempt that many of them have for religion. It 
isn't healthy to have such a hatred poisoning your mind and body. Guys, snap out of it. 

Universal Constants - Where did they come from? 

And what about the Universal Constants, such as the gravitational constant or the speed of 
light? Scientists acknowledge that if the value of these constants varied by the tiniest 
fraction, not just life on Earth but the Universe itself could not exist. So who or what created 
the Universal Constants? Even such redoubtable atheists as Richard Dawkins and 
Christopher Hitchens acknowledge or acknowledged (Hitches died a few years ago) that if 
anything can shake their faith in atheism (and it is a faith - If you believe something that is 
not proved by evidence then it is a religion), that thing is the Universal Constants, which 
mean that the universe is perfectly tuned to work and support life. 

The Theory of Evolution, the Big Bang, the Cambrian Explosion, the Universal Constants, 
amino acids. These are the main factors which, from my point of view, drive us towards 
acceptance of the idea of a creator. I could go on. At what point will these wilfully blind 
people (atheists) accept that the evidence of a creator is staring them in the face? Well, the 
answer is never because such people are not driven by a love of science or reason, but by a 
hatred of religion. Sad, because a life without meaning (being something that just happened 
randomly) is a life without intrinsic value. And if a life has no value, you may as well end it, 
or, more to the point, you can do whatever you like; anything, including taking the valueless 
and meaningless lives of others. This is actually where atheism ends up. It is truly terrifying. 
'My life is meaningless. Your life is meaningless. So why shouldn't I kill you for fun?' 

The Bible - 'Seek and ye shall find'. 

Broadly speaking, I regard the Bible, both the Old Testament and the New, as a historical 
account. I say 'broadly' because, frankly, I am not that interested in the detail, for reasons 
which I state below, but partly because it is impossible at this remove in time to prove or 
disprove the detail and trying to do so is simply a waste of time, although some details are 
clearly important (like the Resurrection). So, in broad historical terms, the Old Testament is 
the history of the Jewish people (which was often violent and bloody and not very 
'Christian') and the New Testament is the history of the life of Christ. But it was written by 
men, not God. Does this mean that the Bible is not the Word of God? Not exactly, in my 
view. As I see it, it is possible to come to God through the Bible, and in that sense the Bible is 
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the Word of God. Not so much the Word of God, perhaps, as the Way to God through the 
Word. But you have to accept that the very pitfalls and contradictions (apparent or real) in 
the Bible are the way to God. In my view, the Bible can be thought of as God's obstacle 
course. It is designed so that those who are determined to find fault will do so (because they 
are unworthy - they are looking for untruth, not truth), but also so that those who are 
genuinely looking for the path will find it. Look in the Bible for untruth and you will find it; 
look in the Bible for the truth and you will find it. Seek and ye shall find. It is what is in your 
heart when you are looking that matters. Open your heart and God will enter. Close it and 
he won't. It really is that simple. And the choice is yours, so don't blame God. It is important 
to realize that if you don't find God, it is because you don't want to. 

'Blessed are the pure in heart, for they will see God.' - Matthew 5:8 

If you are pure in heart, you will find God. 

There is a sense in which the mere fact that a person seeks the path means that he has 
already found it, because he would not even look for the path unless he believes it exists. 
When you seek the path you are already on it. You must be. I have seen this in another 
context, namely the ideals of chivalry. The fact that you want to 'be a knight' (epitomize the 
chivalric ideal) means that you must value the qualities which comprise knighthood (faith, 
hope, charity, prudence, justice, temperance and fortitude - these are the essential Christian 
virtues of course), and if you value those qualities, you already have them, or have them in 
embryo, even if you have not had the opportunity to put them into practice yet. Hence you 
are, in a way, a knight by virtue of the mere fact of wanting to be a knight. This is called 'the 
interiorization of knighthood'; that is, absorbing within oneself the qualities or values of 
knighthood. Of course, there are people who want to be 'knights' simply as a way of being a 
member of some sort of exclusive club. They are driven by vanity and self-importance. Such 
people can acquire all the titles and letters after their names they like, all the trappings of 
knighthood and so on, but they will never be true knights because they do not value the 
qualities which make a knight, merely the appearance of them or the distinction that comes 
from having such qualities. They like the glitter, not the gold, which is only forged in the fire 
of adversity. 

'Ask, and it shall be given you; seek, and ye shall find; knock, and it shall be opened unto you: 
For every one that asketh receiveth; and he that seeketh findeth; and to him that knocketh it 
shall be opened. Or what man is there of you, whom if his son ask bread, will he give him a 
stone? Or if he ask a fish, will he give him a serpent?' - Matthew 7:7-10. 

Only the worthy will pass through the gate, but we are all capable of being worthy if we are 
sufficiently loving and humble. So, paradoxically, what makes a man worthy is his sense of 
his own worthlessness; his humility. The gate is small; you must bend low to pass through it. 

'Because strait is the gate, and narrow is the way, which leadeth unto life, and few there be 
that find it. ' - Matthew 7:14 

'You must always humble yourself lovingly before God and before men, because God speaks 
only to those who are truly humble and Fie enriches them with Fiis gifts.' - Padre Pio 
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'Humility and purity are the wings which carry us to God and make us almost divine.' - Padre 
Pio 

The Resurrection - Believe the believers. 

With regard to the Resurrection, my main reason for believing it is that I believe that the 
disciples who bore witness to it were men of truth, some of whom died for their beliefs. And 
what were those beliefs? Pretty much the exact opposite of what you would expect would 
make a successful religion. Suffering, poverty, persecution, forgiveness of your enemies and 
all in the hope of a reward after you are dead. The founder of this religion was rejected by 
his own people and executed as a common criminal. Well, that's a great idea for a religion. 
People will really go for that. Join my religion! Become poor and hated and get dead! And 
not in a pleasant way. Gods are supposed to be powerful beings (beautiful, bounteous and 
immortal) who reward their followers ('God, please accept this dead chicken and make my 
venture successful.' God thinks: 'You want me to make you a millionaire in return for a dead 
chicken?'). Think of the Greek gods. Think of almost all the other gods in human history up to 
that time. And look at what Islam promises its followers - conquest, dominance, as many 
wives as you want (who you can beat with impunity), the right to rape the womenfolk of 
your enemies, 72 virgins if you die for your faith, death if you leave and so on. A religion 
which can only survive by bribery and threats is perhaps not one which can stand on the 
strength of its fundamental dogmas alone. So, belief in Christianity is counter-intuitive and 
likely to be seriously prejudicial to your health. No-one would believe in such stuff unless... 

Look at it this way. Assume that the story of the life of Christ, including the resurrection, is 
basically a big lie. No miracles, no resurrection, no nothing. Just a troublemaker who got 
what he deserved. What possible motive would a 'disciple' have, being aware of the lie, to 
spread the lie, and even to die in order to spread the lie. Power? Riches? Luxury? Fame? 
Admiration? An easy life? The pleasure of fooling gullible people? Hardly. Remember, we are 
dealing with a dishonest person here (for the purpose of the argument). Dishonest people 
do dishonest things for dishonest reasons. It makes no sense to have a dishonest person 
who lies for a good reason. Good people might, in extremis, lie for a good reason, but not 
bad people. 

And why do you need the Resurrection at all? If God is real and Christ was his Son, and if the 
teachings of Christ are true then they are true regardless of whether Christ was resurrected. 
In short, everything else about Christianity, if it is true, would stand (still be true) without the 
Resurrection. If it is false then the Resurrection is just another falsehood; the false cherry on 
a false cake. If the religion is false, why invent a story which many people will refuse to 
believe and which is inherently unbelievable? To make people believe, you say. Yeah right. 
So, it's become poor, get hated, get dead and believe the unbelievable! That's salesmanship! 

OK, so you are disciple spreading a religion which you know is false (or which you know you 
do not believe is true). You end up accused of some sort of crime against the state (after all, 
you are a serious threat to public order as a subversive) and are sentenced to death. Isn't 
that the point at which you give up and admit the big lie, like Sabbatai Zevi, the Jewish so- 
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called 'Messiah', 260 even if only in the hope of a somewhat easier death? Oh no, you go on, 
proclaiming the truth of your beliefs even as they nail you upside down to a cross, pull out 
your guts with a hook, cut out your tongue and stick a red-hot poker in your eyes. OK, OK, I 
believe that you believe in the truth of what you teach, including the Resurrection. When 
you say that you saw the Risen Christ, or that someone you trust told you that he saw the 
Risen Christ, I believe you. Finally. 

Of course, it is true that other people willingly die for their beliefs. Muslim suicide bombers, 
for instance. But Muslim suicide bombers are born and brought up in a country or 
community where everyone follows the same religion (because they will be killed if they 
leave it) and has done for hundreds of years. They are simply following the rest of their 
community; they are part of the herd. In such a situation it is easy to believe; it does not 
require going against the tide, merely going with it. That is the easy path; all you need in 
gullibility and hate - and these are not in short supply amongst the barbaric and ignorant. 
Suicide bombers and such like are often recent converts, but such people are generally not 
true believers (whatever they say) but mentally-disturbed grievance-mongering misfits, 
rejects and outcasts who use religion to get revenge on society rather than face up to their 
own shortcomings. 

Throughout history men have fought in the belief that they were fighting for a just cause; 
defending their country, furthering their religion or something similar. But the fact that they 
died for their country or religion doesn't mean that they were right or that their cause was 
just or that their religion was true. The difference between such men and the disciples is, in 
my view, that the belief of the disciples was not based on the powerful societal forces of 
education, culture, inheritance and upbringing but on events which they or their associates 
witnessed for themselves. In short, they believed not because of these powerful forces 
which mould peoples beliefs but in spite of them. They went against all the things which 
normally motivate men to put their lives on the line, not with them. 

Further, we know that people can develop powerful beliefs as a result of things they witness. 
A person might become a terrorist because of an injustice he suffers, for instance. But the 
disciples did not go through such a process. They simply witnessed an event and then said "I 
believe in that event", and belief in that event inevitably led them down a path; the path to 
discipleship. In other words, there was no interpretation of the event in a way that is 
comparable to a man suffering an injustice and responding morally to it, just 'the 
resurrection is a fact and from that fact we can infer other facts'. Do you see the difference? 
A man may sacrifice his life for love of his country but that does not mean that it is a fact 
that his country is worthy of that love. The belief does not necessarily imply the fact, 
whereas with the disciples the fact necessarily implies the belief. 


260 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sabbatai Zevi . 
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Why there is suffering in the world - 'The parable of the kindly father' or 'What would you 
do if you were God?' 

A common argument put forward by atheists is that the loving God of Christianity cannot 
exist because he must have created all the suffering in the world. Even atheists who claim to 
be scientists, like Richard Dawkins, use this argument. Their naivety is astonishing. 

I would like to 'walk you through' a sort of parable. Let's call it 'The parable of the kindly 
father'. You are the kindly father, although, of course, the kindly father is really God. I am 
just going to put you in God's place and ask what you would do in a certain situation. I think 
you will be surprised at the answer. 

No parent wants his or her children to suffer harm. But the only way to avoid harm is to 
avoid risk. Some parents actually try to do this and molly-coddle their children accordingly; 
they wrap them up in cotton wool and don't let them go into the garden and climb trees. We 
all know the likely result; such children are often little 'mummy's boys', weak and pitiable 
and probably bullied at school as a result. This means that the parent has tried to protect his 
or her child from an unpleasant outcome (falling out of a tree) but has actually caused an 
even more unpleasant outcome (being bullied at school). Sensible parents know that their 
children have to be exposed to some risk (the rough and tumble of life) or they will never 
grow up and be able to face the world or succeed in life. So children must be allowed to go 
into the garden and climb trees. They might fall out of a tree and hurt themselves. They 
might even fall out of a tree and break their necks, but while we try to minimize the risk of 
that, it is a risk that we cannot and should not try to avoid altogether. In short, it is a risk not 
just worth taking but which it is essential to take. 

So we are agreed then; you would allow your child to go into the garden and climb a tree, 
even though there is a risk of harm in allowing him or her to do so. 

But what would you do if you were the father of a million children? If you take a million 
children and let them out into the garden, there is a mathematical certainty that some of 
them will drown in a puddle, some of them will fall out of a tree and break their necks and 
some of them will poke another child in the eye with a stick and blind them. As the kindly 
father of these million children, what would you do? Ban them all from going into the 
garden? Clearly not. Remove from the garden all the trees and anything else that could 
cause harm? Well, you could, but the children will not be able to do anything but lie on the 
grass (the only thing left in the garden) and do nothing. Any form of play would risk injury or 
death. In fact, you will have to remove the grass as well because some children might eat it 
and choke on it. So, as the kindly father of the million children you have to let them go and 
play in the garden even though you know that some of them will die as a result. 

But what about bone cancer in children? Where does that come into it? Is it really 
necessary? 

The first point I would make is that pain is a necessary part of life. A crackling log fire is a nice 
thing, but if there was no pain you could warm your trousers in front of the fire, set fire to 
your trouser seat and not feel a thing. In short, you could cause yourself serious harm, or 
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even kill yourself, if you didn't have pain to warn you that you were about to harm yourself. 
So, pain is a warning that we are harming ourselves or are about to harm ourselves. 

"OK", you say, "pain is a necessary part of life but that does not mean that diseases are. Why 
did your loving God impose them on us?" But what is a disease? One type of disease is, in 
broad terms, a form of life that causes harm to other forms of life. But practically every form 
of life would qualify as a disease on this basis, and mankind would be the worst disease of 
them all. Naturally, we don't think of ourselves as a disease; we think of things that harm us 
as diseases. But what would a cabbage say? To a cabbage the human race is just about the 
worst 'disease' imaginable, after goats perhaps. So, I would say that the variety of life itself 
implies the existence of forms of life that cause harm to other forms of life, usually by eating 
them. The only way to avoid such harm is to avoid variety in life; either that or all forms of 
life would have to live isolated from each other and survive on nothing but photosynthesis 
or eating mud or something (there is a certain fish that eats mud, I believe - a mud fish 
possibly?). That sounds fun, but at least we would be pain-free. Let's go for it. You can have 
the first bowl of mud - or would you prefer a medium-rare steak ('Fries with that. Sir?') and 
nuts to the cow. 

Some diseases are not external forms of life but result from things that go wrong in the 
body. But what is your solution? To avoid the possibility of anything ever going wrong? A 
sort of 'God is cruel not to make me perfect (and rich)' sort of argument. The very existence 
of life implies that living things grow and change and develop. So can one avoid the 
possibility that things can grow and change and develop in a sub-optimal (less than perfect) 
way, or even in a 'wrong' way? But, if so, why stop there? Avoiding a sub-optimal outcome 
means only allowing a perfect outcome. We will all be not just disease free but perfectly 
beautiful as well. But being perfectly beautiful means that we would all be exactly the same. 
And if we are all equally beautiful then there would be no ugliness; no-one could be more 
beautiful than anyone else and there would be no variety. And how would we know what 
beauty is if there is nothing to compare it with? What kind of life is that? How could you fall 
in love with the most beautiful girl in the world if she is the same as all other girls in the 
world? Include me out. I'll take the girl with the cheeky smile, pug nose and freckles. 

But I am labouring the point. The general point I am making is that life (that is, any form of 
life worth living) necessarily implies the possibility of a variety of types (species, sub-species 
and so on), of conditions and of outcomes, both good and bad. Do you want a world where 
everyone has the same equal optimal outcome and therefore necessarily knows what that 
outcome will be? 

This is rather like the situation with rich kids. One is tempted to envy their wealth and 
endless holidays (I certainly do), but, in reality, we look down on them (or rather, pity them) 
because they have never achieved anything worthwhile; that is, taken a risk, been tested, 
stood on their own two feet or had to work to achieve something with the possibility of 
failure and hardship staring them in the face. When they fail Daddy's chauffeur will pick 
them up (I know this because my father had a chauffeur, several over the years, and they 
did, in fact, pick me up several times when things went pear-shaped, such as when I split up 
with my first girlfriend). In short, we pity them because they have not lived life to the full. 
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which makes it clear that to live a full life we must face the possibility of failure, defeat and 
suffering. 

Free will - The power to choose to do right or wrong. 

Removing the possibility of failure would effectively remove choice from the menu of life 
(because we will all get the same optimal - and therefore equal and predictable - outcome). 
Lack of choice means lack of free will and lack of free will means that you are just an 
automaton. This is where we get to the crux of the matter. God gave us free will and an 
innate sense of right and wrong. We have within us both the potential to do good and the 
potential to do evil. Perhaps this is what 'original sin' means; we are 'stained' with the 
potential to do evil or even a certain propensity to do evil (you have a nice car, I like your 
car, therefore part of me would like to steal it) but if we did not have the potential to do evil 
there would be no merit in choosing to do good (because we couldn't, in fact, make that 
choice). God wants us to make the right choices but he is not going to force us to do so. He 
wants us to perfect ourselves; to fulfil our potential. But having a choice necessarily means 
being able to make the wrong choice; to choose evil rather than good. 

More free will - If God exists then why doesn't he reveal himself? 

This answers another question which people often ask; namely, "If God exists then why 
doesn't he just reveal himself?" The answer is very simple. Consider what would happen if 
God were to appear and say "If you don't behave yourself you will go to Hell." Well, of 
course, you would behave yourself like mad. But you would do so out of fear, not out of 
choice, and certainly not out of love. This would, of course, be completely self-defeating. 
Why give us free will (the ability to choose) but then deny us the opportunity to use it by 
making us act out of fear. So, the answer is that God cannot reveal himself; he must leave us 
alone to make our own decisions. We must work it out for ourselves. It's not difficult; we all 
have a moral compass, an innate sense of right and wrong. 

So we live in a world of pain, of sorrow, of ugliness, of hate, of disease and of death, but we 
also live in a world of joy, of hope, of love, of beauty, of fulfilment and of life. More 
importantly we live in a world where we can learn and grow in wisdom and choose good 
rather than evil. This is the divinity within us. You will only find God when you look for and 
find him in yourself. He is there. 

So, forget the so-called cruel God. Life itself implies illness, pain and suffering. It is price we 
pay for being alive and living in a world of possibilities. Would you refuse the gift of life to 
avoid the possibility of pain? No? Well, now you know why the world is as it is. You have 
chosen the possibility of misery and pain, and the possibility of joy and happiness that goes 
with it, over nothingness. Well chosen. 

A flying nun in the family - Maria de Agreda. 

When I first came across Maria de Agreda and the story of her bilocation, I did not just 
accept it, but neither did I dismiss it out of hand. I was entirely neutral and just thought, 
rather resignedly (because I knew I was going to have to think very logically to work my way 
through this particular problem), 'OK then , let's have a look at this.' Never having heard of 
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bilocation before and not having examined a miracle before, I tried to adopt a logical 
approach to examining the evidence and, having some experience in the law, I decided to do 
this by applying the standards and rules of evidence used in courts of law. At the very least 
that would give me a framework which would give some substance to any conclusion I might 
reach. After all, if I apply the rules and standards used in courts of law and come to a certain 
conclusion, it is arguable (unless I have done something wrong - applied the rules and 
standards incorrectly) that a court of law, applying the same rules and standards to the same 
evidence, would come to the same conclusion. I also made a point of looking at all (or as 
many as I could find) of the authors or academics who rejected the idea of Marfa de 
Agreda's bilocations, to try to understand their reasons and to try to assess whether those 
reasons were soundly based. After all, if they could kick the whole bilocation business out of 
court, that would save me an awful lot of work. 

As I have already explained, I came to the conclusion that Marfa de Agreda told the truth 
about her experiences and that they actually happened. I don't think that not having Marfa 
de Agreda in the picture would have altered my overall conclusions about religion and God 
but she certainly reinforced them in a very concrete way; she forced me to accept that God 
interacts with people, or that people interact with God, on a direct and individual level in 
one way or another. I also came to the conclusion that there is no difference between 
religion and science. If something happens then there is an explanation or reason for it, 
which means that there is a scientific basis for it. To me, the existence of God is a scientific 
matter. The fact that we don't have an explanation for something doesn't mean that there 
isn't one. On this basis, religion simply means believing in something which we cannot yet 
fully explain, rather like primitive man believed in rainbows because he knew they existed 
even though he couldn't explain them. 

Judaism - The Old Covenant and the New Covenant. 

After I discovered the Jewish roots of my mother's family, the Senior family, I felt I ought to 
find out more about Judaism. I began to think about who the Jews are, their place in the 
world and their role in history. Are they God's chosen people? Had their role been positive 
or negative? Why have they always been 'the other'? And why have they been vilified, 
persecuted, excluded and expelled from so many countries so many times? There was an 
awful lot that I didn't understand; hadn't sorted out in my mind. One thing I realized quite 
quickly was that it is, on the whole, inadvisable to generalize about the Jews. You can't say, 
at least as a starting position, that 'all Jews are like this' or 'all Jews think that'. But there is 
one generalization which I think does hold true; Jews, even atheist Jews, believe that they 
are unique and superior to non-Jews. This doesn't mean that every Jew feels this way, but a 
sufficient preponderance do (60% apparently - and counting) to allow us to make the 
generalization (put it this way, only about a third of Germans voted Hitler into power and we 
bombed their cities into oblivion, killing millions of civilians). I have come across this attitude 
in almost all my direct dealings with Jews, sometimes in a forceable and rather unpleasant 
manner, sometimes even when it was quite clear that I was positively trying to help them. 
And this feeling of superiority is not comparable to the way that an Englishman thinks that 
the English are better than the French or vice versa, because the English and the French 
recognize the essential humanity of the other. Jews don't, as far as I can see; at least 
Talmudic Jews, which is the vast majority. To them non-Jews are hardly even human; they 
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are mere cattle (at least this is what the Talmud teaches, as per the quotations below). And 
when you think of other people as animals, you inevitably start to treat them like animals. 
Dehumanization is the path to hatred and, ultimately, to genocide. This is what makes the 
Talmudic Jews different, in my view. The danger of thinking of yourselves as God's chosen 
people is that it leaves everyone else out in the cold. The higher you are, the lower everyone 
else must be, and you can't get higher than being God's chosen people, which, I guess, 
means that the rest of us couldn't be lower. 

Here are some quotes from the Talmud: 

Vayikra Rabba 36: 'Heaven and earth were created only for the sake of the Jews.' 

Baba Mezia 114a-114b: 'Only Jews are human ('Only ye are designated men'). The Jews are 
human beings, but the goyim are not human beings; they are only beasts.' 

Midrash Talpioth 225: 'Yahweh created the non-Jew in human form so that the Jew would 
not have to be served by beasts. The non-Jew is consequently an animal in human form and 
is condemned to serve the Jew day and night.' 

Sanhedrin 58b: 'If a heathen (Gentile) hits a Jew, the Gentile must be killed. Hitting a Jew is 
the same as hitting God.' 

Yebamoth 49b, p.324: 'Jesus was a bastard born of adultery.' 

Sanhedrin 106a &b, p.725: 'Mary was a whore: Jesus (Balaam) was an evil man.' 

Shabbath 104b, p.504: 'Jesus was a magician and a fool. Mary was an adulteress.' 

Gittin 56b-57a: '[Onkelos Bar Kalonikus] called up Balaam (JESUS) from the dead. [Onkelos] 
asked: Who is honored in that world? [Balaam] replied: Israel. [Onkelos asked:] What about 
joining them? [Balaam] replied: (Deut. 23:7) "You shall not seek their peace or welfare all 
your days." [Onkelos] asked: What is your punishment? [Balaam answered]; In boiling 
semen. [Onkelos] called up Yeshu (another name for JESUS) from the dead. [Onkelos] asked: 
Who is honored in that world? [Yeshu] replied: Israel. [Onkelos asked:] What about joining 
them? [Yeshu] replied: Seek their good. Do not seek their bad. Whoever touches them is as if 
he touched the pupil of his eye. [Onkelos] asked: What is your punishment? [Yeshu 
answered:] In boiling excrement. As the master said: Whoever mocks the words of the sages 
is punished in boiling excrement.' 

Compare these quotes to those from John below. The former is full of arrogance and hate; 
the latter is full of love and humility. 

Christ brought the New Covenant to mankind. The Jews had played their part, and were 
chosen to the extent that they were chosen to play that part, but now, with the coming of 
the Messiah (Christ), that part was over. The New Covenant is between God and Man; that 
is, mankind as a whole, including the Jews. My interpretation of the New Covenant is that 
God so loved the world that he sent his only begotten Son to die for us. Christ died for the 
love of mankind, so to come to God we must love mankind as Christ did - to the extent of 
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sacrificing one's life if necessary. This is what it means to follow Christ. We come to God 
through love of our fellow men. This is simply not possible if you consider yourself part of 
some exclusive or superior or chosen group (and some Christian groups or sects are guilty of 
this as well). So, the New Covenant is: ' Follow Christ (that is, love your fellow men as Christ 
did) and you will find Me.' Can you think of a group of people which loves their fellow men 
less than Talmudic Jews, given what the Talmud says? Quite. 

7 am the way, the truth, and the life: no man cometh unto the Father, but by me.' - John 
14:6. 

'Greater love hath no man than this, that he lay down his life for his friends.' - John 15:13. 
'God is love; and he that dwelleth in love dwelleth in God, and God in him.' -1 John 4:16. 



NEVER 

look down 
on someone 
unless you're 

Helping 
them 
up 





I went through a period when I identified strongly with the Jews, even in a religious sense; 
that is, in a sense I considered myself to be a Jew. This was fairly straightforward in a way 
because, as I understand it, Karaite Jews (proper Jews in my view) believe in the Torah (The 
Old Testament), which is the written law, but not the Talmud, which is the oral (Rabbi- 
derived) law, and I do not accept one word of the Talmud. So, I guess I thought of myself 
broadly as a Torah-believing Jew who had gone further and believes in the New Testament 
as well; that is, a Christian. 

I had not then managed to sort out in my mind the issue of the Jews as the Chosen People 
and their Covenant (the Old Covenant) with God in relation to the New Covenant. My initial 
thought was that the Jews must somehow have remained chosen in spite of the New 
Covenant. They were in a sort of unique position of their own, exempted, as it were, from 
the New Covenant. This was because it seemed to me that if God made a Covenant with the 
Jews, then that Covenant was unbreakable. But I moved beyond that when I worked out that 
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the New Covenant encompassed the Jews (Sorry if I am just catching up). They were offered, 
and are still offered, the same choice as everyone else; the choice of whether or not to come 
to God through Christ. Of course, each individual Jew makes that choice. 

So, how could God break his covenant with the Jews? The answer is that he didn't. Some 
Jews (that is, those individual Jews who decided to remain Talmudic Jews - and many didn't 
of course) broke the Covenant because the Covenant was conditional on the Jews being a 
light unto the nations 261 and some Jews rejected that role because it meant, in effect, 
bringing 'the nations' (the Gentiles) into the fold with them, and some Jews refused to share 
the fold with anyone else. God gave the Jews a role and some Jews refused to fulfil that role, 
so God sent his only Son to be a light unto the Gentiles instead. Judaism died with the 
coming of Christ because Judaism only exists if the Covenant of God with the Jews exists, 
and Christ replaced the Old Covenant with the New Covenant. Since the New Covenant 
includes the Jews, the Jews, in a sense, still have a Covenant with God. It is just that the New 
Covenant is not exclusive to them, which some Jews refuse to accept. As a result those Jews 
ostracized themselves by their hatred of non-Jews; the very people to whom they were 
supposed to bring God's salvation. From being the chosen of God, those Jews have, through 
their own choice, become the rejected of God. But God did not reject them; they rejected 
God. 

In short, I have come to believe that the Roman Catholic Church is the true church by 
apostolic succession; Christ, who rose, decreed it thus. 

'And I say also unto thee, That thou art Peter, and upon this rock I will build my church; and 
the gates of hell shall not prevail against it.' - Matthew 16:18 

Protestants, and Protestant organisations like the Church of England, are merely errant 
children of the true Church, but, in essentials, they are Roman Catholic. They will return one 
day. The Church is patient and forgiving and will wait. 

God is love, the existence of Heaven and Hell, the insanity of unconditional forgiveness 
and other matters. 

Let me summarize my beliefs as succinctly as I can. I believe: 

1. God is love. Literally. God - love. Love - God. Same thing. The power of a conscious love 
animates the universe and every atom in it. 'God is love, and he who abides in love 
abides in God, and God abides in him. ' (1 John 4:16) 

2. Heaven and hell do not exist. Put simply. Hell is being separated from God's love, a fate 
more terrible than eternal fire. As Father Zossima states in Fyodor Dostoyevsky's The 
Brothers Karamazov (Chapter 41): "What is hell? I maintain that it is the suffering of 


261 7 will also give thee for a light to the Gentiles, that thou mayest be my salvation unto the 
end of the earth.'- Isaiah 49:6. 'be my salvation' means 'bring my salvation'. Thus, the role of 
the Jews is to bring God to the whole of humanity, but some Jews refused the role because 
they wanted to keep God to themselves. Well, that worked out well. 
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being unable to love." Consider a rich man, a lawyer, sitting on the deck of his huge, 
gleaming yacht, which is berthed in some expensive marina in the West Indies. He is 
sitting in the warm sunshine sipping a delicious pina colada, which was brought to him 
by a crew member (an attractive blonde who he fancies but who thinks of him as a 
repulsive, oily lizard). He made his fortune exploiting thousands of miners who had 
contracted hideous and fatal lungs diseases through their work - or something along 
those lines (all lawyers, except the poor ones, live off the back of other people's 
misfortunes, which they often create themselves). He knows that, in essence, he just 
stole a large chunk of their compensation for what was reallyjust money for old rope; 
not complex or controversial matters at all (after all, the cause of the men's illness was 
undisputed). He is greedy and dishonest and he knows it. His wife is a trophy wife who 
has benefited from numerous cosmetic operations (her bust is now mainly plastic). She 
now looks like a cross between a trout (lips) and a cat (eyes). If she were to go near a 
horse it would bolt with fright, but she hates animals so the horses are safe. The lawyer 
suspects that she would leave him in an instant for a younger man if it wasn't for his 
money. He is right about that. His children are spoilt brats (miniature version of himself 
in fact) and he suspects that they don't love him at all and wish he was dead so that they 
could really splash out. He is right about that also. Walking past him on the marina 
pontoon is an ordinary man with an ordinary job. He is a sailmaker. He has a wife and 
children who he loves and who love him. He has never made much money because he 
tries to help people rather than exploit them. He loves God and his fellow man (or, 
rather he loves his fellow man and has therefore found God, even if he doesn't know it). 
His fellow men tend to reflect back on him the love that he shows them. He doesn't 
even dislike the rich, fat lawyer-type sitting on the deck of a nearby luxury yacht who is 
looking at him with obvious contempt ('Poor guy', he thinks, 'I hope he gets over 
whatever is bugging him.'). One of these men is in heaven, the other is in hell (though he 
doesn't know it). The one in hell chose to be there. That's right. Hell can be a large yacht 
in the West Indies. You didn't know that did you? This reminds me of a joke: 'God hates 
money. Just look who he gave it to.' 

3. You cannot love God without loving your fellow men. ’Greater love hath no man than 
this, that a man lay down his life for his friends. ' (John 15:13). In fact, you can only come 
to God through love of your fellow men, because when you love your fellow men, you 
love the divine within them. If you cannot love the divine which you see with your own 
eyes, you cannot love the divine which you cannot see. This was Christ's message to the 
world, as expressed by John. ’If anyone says, ”1 love God”, and hates his brother, he is a 
liar; for he who does not love his brother whom he has seen, cannot love God whom he 
has not seen. ' (1 John 4:20). Therefore you must love man before you can love God. 

4. Loving your fellow men does not mean loving them regardless of what they do, like 
murdering your children. Unconditional forgiveness is not Christianity, it is suicidal 
stupidity. No, it means what is called 'tough love'; demanding that people live up to 
their abilities and potential or doing what they are capable of doing (you do them no 
favours by demanding less). This includes using their innate moral judgment to make the 
right choice. Tough love means punishing people, even killing them, where necessary 
and due. So, yes, if someone tries to kill your children, your duty is to kill him first or, if 
he succeeds, to kill him for doing so. This is not revenge or hate, it is doing what is 
necessary to protect society, including the weak and innocent. The alternative is to 
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allow evil people to kill the weak and innocent. It is your duty (society's duty) to prevent 
this. 

'But who, if he be colled upon to face 

Some awful moment to which Heaven has joined 

Great issues, good or bad for human kind, 

Is happy as a Lover; and attired 

With sudden brightness, like a Man inspired; 

And, through the heat of conflict, keeps the law 
In calmness made, and sees what he foresaw; 

Or if an unexpected call succeed. 

Come when it will, is equal to the need: 

-He who, though thus endued as with a sense 
And faculty for storm and turbulence. 

Is yet a Soul whose master-bias leans 
To homefelt pleasures and to gentle scenes; 

Sweet images! which, wheresoe'er he be. 

Are at his heart; and such fidelity 
It is his darling passion to approve; 

More brave for this, that he hath much to love:-' 

The Happy Warrior (part), William Wordsworth. 

5. God never sends anyone to Hell. A nonsensical idea as far I can see. People separate 
themselves from God's love as a deliberate act, because they have the choice not to 
separate themselves and know it. Because we come to God through love of our fellow 
men, the road to hell is to not love your fellow men. We are redeemed by love, and only 
by love. 

6. Death, in the sense of the end of existence, does not exist because the soul (our 
consciousness) is eternal. If I was to recreate your body atom for atom, what would I 
have? Correct, a pile of atoms. What would be missing? Your consciousness or mind. 
Matter is incapable of thought (7 think therefore I am.' - Descartes). Consciousness or 
thought is something 'other' and scientists cannot explain it. They have absolutely no 
idea and assume that it is something chemical (because that is the limit of their 
horizon). Thousands of people can bear direct testimony to life after death. Most 
scientists dismiss them all without examination. 262 


262 But see the views of the eminent scientist. Sir Roger Penrose, and others, as expressed in 
the article in the Daily Express of 21/8/2018 ("Life after death: Soul continues on a 
QUANTUM level - scientists reveal", https://www.express.co.uk/news/science/1005845/life- 
after-death-what-happens-when-you-die-soul-quantum ), which states: 'Dr Hans-Peter Durr, 
former head of the Max Planck Institute for Physics, previously said: "What we consider the 
here and now, this world, it is actually just the material level that is comprehensible. The 
beyond is an infinite reality that is much bigger. Which this world is rooted in. [sic] In this 
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7. Many, if not most, interactions with the 'divine' are interactions with the eternal 
consciousness of people who have 'passed on' (passed beyond, or been freed from, 
physical existence). It is convenient to call these people 'angels'. 

8. The Church is a human organisation and therefore imperfect. There have always been, 
and will always be, people within it who are motivated by base motives - a desire for 
power, money and so on. For a long time such people actually ran the Church. Because 
the Church is a powerful and wealthy organisation (which is simply a function of the 
number and dedication of its followers), it is a target for those ambitious people who 
want to be powerful and wealthy. Well, what else would you expect? This is why, for 
instance, the infant children of kings were appointed to be Bishops and Archbishops. 
This does not reflect corruption in the Church; it reflects corruption in those secular 
forces which target the Church. But the body of the Church nonetheless consists of 
millions of good people. As with a book, judge it by its contents, not its cover. 

9. The same logic applies to the sexual abuse scandals within the Church. Every 
organisation, including the Church, has bad or weak people within it (by weak, I mean 
those who succumb to temptation - and we all do that to some extent). The Church is 
commanded to respond to sin with love and forgiveness (as long as it is preceded by 
genuine repentance). Is it any surprise therefore that it acts that way towards people 
who have, at least on the face of it, tried to be good and to serve God but fallen short? 
Unfortunately, due to the social attitudes of the time, the Church was an obvious refuge 
for men who were not inclined to marriage by reason of their sexuality. This was simply 
because outside the Church an unmarried man might be the subject of speculation as to 
his sexuality, whereas inside the Church single status was normal. Homosexuals sought 
refuge in the Church because of the attitude to them outside the Church. It is somewhat 
unfair for secular society to blame the Church for having homosexuals within it when it 
was secular society which drove them there in the first place by its own intolerance. 
Further, I think it is clear that the enemies of the Church have sought for many years to 
infiltrate the Church and destroy it from within, partly by fostering such scandals. 
Further still, the enemies of the Church outside the Church (the mainstream media for 
instance) have sought for many years to exaggerate any scandal involving the Church. 
The viciousness of their attacks on the Church tends to give them away. In no other 
context is the criminality of the few used to blacken the many. For instance, no-one 
suggests that because a few policemen are criminals that the police force is effectively a 
criminal organisation. Of course, the priority must always be the protection of the weak 
and vulnerable and people who commit crimes, of any sort, should be appropriately 
punished (I leave open the question of what is appropriate in each situation), but I think 
the whole matter needs to be put into context, as I have tried to do above. This is 
because it is grossly unfair to condemn all the good people in the Church on account of 
the conduct of a small minority. I mention this because these scandals are the main 
method of undermining the Church at present. A defence and explanation is required 
because people will say 'Yeah, but what about...'. 


way, our lives in this plane of existence are encompassed, surrounded, by the afterworld 
already. The body dies but the spiritual quantum field continues. In this way, I am immortal." 
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Dante has it in the final lines of Paradiso: 


'As the geometrician, who endeavours 
To square the circle, and discovers not. 

By taking thought, the principle he wants. 

Even such was I at that new apparition; 

I wished to see how the image to the circle 
Conformed itself, and how it there finds place; 

But my own wings were not enough for this. 

Had it not been that then my mind there smote 
A flash of lightning, wherein came its wish. 

Here vigour failed the lofty fantasy: 

But now was turning my desire and will, 

Even as a wheel that equally is moved. 

The Love which moves the sun and the other stars .' 

The love which moves the sun... 

Well, those are my thoughts on religion. I feel that the above explanation is not very well 
written and is somewhat disjointed. Nonetheless, I think it is better out than in as it were. It 
might help one or two people take a step or two in the right direction, which is better than a 
slap in the face with a wet fish (or maybe not). 

'If God exists, not seeking God must be the gravest error imaginable. If one decides to 
sincerely seek for God and doesn't find God, the lost effort is negligible in comparison to what 
is at risk in not seeking God in the first place.' - Blaise Pascal. 

’God has given us evidence sufficiently clear to convince those with an open heart and mind .' 

- Blaise Pascal. 

'Jesus is the God whom we can approach without pride and before whom we can humble 
ourselves without despair.' - Blaise Pascal. 
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Introduction 


If you haven't heard the term 'Stratfordian' before, then this book is not for you, unless you 
are interested in finding out how the greatest literary mystery in history was solved by 
decoding the most mysterious and beautiful poem in the world (Shakespeare's The Phoenix 
and the Turtle) and the most mysterious painting in the world (Marcus Gheeraerts the 
Younger's Portrait of an Unknown Woman, which is in the Haunted Gallery at Hampton 
Court Palace). Both are stuffed to the brim with allegorical symbols, emblems, images, 
mottos and representations, and an achingly sad sonnet on the painting, and, defying all 
attempts at interpretation, have kept their secret for over 400 years - until now that is. 

'Stratfordian' is the term used to describe those people, who are the overwhelming majority 
it has to be said, including the author originally, who believe that William Shakespeare of 
Stratford-upon-Avon wrote the works of William Shakespeare. 'Anti-Stratfordian', or, more 
reasonably, 'non-Stratfordian', is the term used to describe those people who believe that 
he didn't. This sounds like a loony idea (and one of the most prominent non-Stratfordians 
happened to be a man called Looney, a fact which causes much hilarity amongst 
Stratfordians) until you discover that the Stratford man couldn't sign his own name legibly, 
that his children were illiterate, that he never used the name 'Shakespeare', but some 
variant like Shakspere (baptismal record and therefore his legal name), Shagspere (marriage 
bond), Shaxpere (marriage licence) or similar, that he left no evidence of a literary career of 
any sort and was clearly, from the available evidence, as well as being an actor it has to be 
said, principally a dull-as-ditch-water small-time money-lender and trader in grain and wool 
who seemed to spend a lot of time avoiding paying his taxes and suing his neighbours. In 
short, not really the sort of man who could pen the immortal words: 

'Shall I compare thee to a summer's day? 

Thou art more lovely and more temperate. 

Rough winds do shake the darling buds of May, 

And summer's lease hath all too short a date/ 

Sonnet 18. 

or 

'But, soft! what light through yonder window breaks? 

It is the east, and Juliet is the sun. 

Arise, fair sun, and kill the envious moon. 

Who is already sick and pale with grief. 

That thou her maid art far more fair than she:' 

Romeo and Juliet, Act II, Scene ii. 

The discovery of the Stratford man's disheartening ordinariness, as well as the absence of 
evidence supporting his authorship of the works, prompted people to start looking for 
someone who fitted their idea of the sort of man who could have written the works of 
Shakespeare; that is, a well-educated and well-travelled man or woman, who was probably a 
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courtier who had almost certainly been trained in the law (given the extensive knowledge of 
the law revealed in the works). Some people went further and said that, given Shakespeare's 
obvious obsession with the usurpation of royal rights, he had to be an illegitimate prince of 
the blood royal. 

To date over 80 candidates have been proposed, but the main contenders are: 

1. Sir Francis Bacon, 1 st Viscount St. Albans (1561-1626). 

2. Edward de Vere, 17 th Earl of Oxford (1550-1604). 

3. Christopher Marlowe (1564-1593). 

4. William Stanley, 6 th Earl of Derby (1561-1642). 

Sir Francis Bacon, 1 st Viscount St. Albans, was the early favourite in the 19 th century, when 
the 'authorship debate' first gained momentum, but Edward de Vere, 17 th Earl of Oxford, is 
leading the pack today. 

Naturally, not one of the 80 or so candidates proposed to date is the man we are looking for; 
not even a Frenchman called 'Jaques Pierre' or an Arab called 'Sheik Zubayr bin William'. No, 
the actual 'real Shakespeare' was a Welsh nobleman from a highly literate family, who was 
not only an illegitimate prince of the blood royal (the Tudor dynasty), but who also looked 
remarkably like an Elizabethan Sir Tom Jones, the Welsh pop star and heart throb. And why 
wouldn't a Welsh Shakespeare look like Sir Tom Jones? Sorry to steal your national poet, 
England, but 'C'est la vie' as they say in Wales. 

This book explains how evidence from the poem and the painting combines to prove the 
identity of the 'real Shakespeare' beyond reasonable doubt. It goes on to show how 
Shakespeare fell in love with and married Mary, Queen of Scots, who is the unknown 
(pregnant) woman in the painting, that they had a child (a daughter), who that daughter 
was, why she was the lawful Queen of both Scotland and England and who her heir is today 
(the family, not the person). The book also explains how another mysterious, allegorical 
painting of an unknown woman is of that same daughter, who looks a real sweetie, but who 
also, it has to be said, looks as brainy as hell and every inch a Queen. Unsurprisingly, she also 
has the famous Tudor red hair, down to below her hips. 

’Time’s glory is to calm contending kings. 

To unmask falsehood and bring truth to light. 

To stamp the seal of time in aged things. 

To wake the morn and sentinel the night. 

To wrong the wronger till he render right. 

To ruinate proud buildings with thy hours 

And smear with dust their glittering golden towers;’ 

The Rape of Lucrece (lines 939-945) by William Shakespeare. 


342 



Disclosure - The Swan and the Rose 


To avoid any suggestion that I have failed to disclose a personal interest in the subject 
matter of this book, I disclose the following: 



'A swan bearing a Tudor rose'. The Senior-Milne crest, part of the 'coat of arms' (heraldic 
achievement) granted to the author by the Lord Lyon King of Arms in 2007. The swan 
bearing a Tudor rose (the swan and the rose are both symbols of Aphrodite/Venus, the 
goddess of love) represents constancy in love, the theme of Shakespeare's poem. The 
Phoenix and the Turtle, which he dedicated to the ’true, noble knight. Sir John Salusbury (d. 
1612), brother of my ancestor, Thomas Salusbury (x. 1586). Heraldically the swan also 
represents Lohengrin, the Swan Knight of the Grail Romances, son of Parzival, the Grail King. 
In more general terms the swan is a symbol of innocence and purity which, in Christian 
symbology, is associated with the Cup of the Eucharist. In personal terms, the swan refers to 
my great-great-grandmother, Jane Elizabeth Senior (1828-1877), nee Hughes, one of the 
great humanitarian women of the 19th century, being, amongst other things, one of the co¬ 
founders of the British Red Cross. She was very probably the inspiration for Dorothea, the 
heroine of her friend, George Eliot's, Middlemarch, the greatest work of fiction in the English 
language, in which Eliot wrote of Dorothea: 'Here and there a cygnet is reared uneasily 
amongst the ducklings in the brown pond. ' The swan was also the crest of my ancestors, the 
de Bohun family, Earls of Hereford and Earls of Essex, who claimed descent from Lohengrin. 
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The Undaunted Heart - Jane Elizabeth ('Jeanie') Senior (1828-1877), nee Hughes, one of the 
co-founders of the British Red Cross. 'You were arrayed almost single-handed, a noble army 
of one... Who will take your place? Who will redeem our generation?' (Florence Nightingale; 
Letter to Jeanie Senior 7 Dec 1874 - she seemed to think that Jeanie was a Christ-like 
redeemer figure). Section of a restored daguerreotype. 



Bohun swans collared and chained with necks entwined at feet of an effigy of Margaret de 
Bohun (1311-1391), daughter of Humphrey de Bohun, 4th Earl of Hereford (1276-1322) and 
wife of Hugh de Courtenay, 2nd Earl of Devon (1303-1377). On her tomb in the South 
Transept, Exeter Cathedral. 
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The Dunstable Swan Jewel; c. 1400; British Museum. Probably used by King Henry V and 
derived from his mother, Mary de Bohun (d. 1394), heiress of the de Bohun family. Through 
her the swan became a symbol of the House of Lancaster, from whom descended King Henry 
VII, father of Sir Roland de Velville and great-great-grandfather of Thomas Salusbury. So, 
Thomas Salusbury had a very real claim to the swan emblem, as an heir (arguably the senior 
heir under Welsh law) of the House of Lancaster. 

The Tudor rose refers to Jane Senior's ancestor. Sir Roland de Velville (d. 1536), Constable of 
Beaumaris Castle, a natural son of Henry VII (according to the Dictionary of Welsh Biography 
under Katheryn of Berain), founder of the Tudor dynasty, and therefore refers to the Tudor 
blood royal. 

'Honore at amore' means 'Honour and love'. It is the motto of the Hammersley family, from 
whom I am descended on my mother's side. Sir Hugh Hamersley (1565-1636) 264 was Lord 
Mayor of London in 1627. Since "honour' implies 'constancy', as well as other things like 
'truth', the motto refers to the constancy in love referred to in The Phoenix and the Turtle, 
where constancy in love is represented by the turtle dove. 'Honour' is defined as honesty, 
fairness and integrity in one's beliefs and conduct. But to act with honesty and integrity 


264 Sir Hugh Hamersley (1565-1636), http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hugh Hamersley . The 
famous Ashbourne Portrait, long thought to be of William Shakespeare, is of Sir Hugh 
Hamersley. Note that I include a lot of references to Wikipedia in this book because it is 
usually a good starting point. I make no apologies for doing so. Besides, it will annoy 
academics like mad, and that is always a good thing. 
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implies having the physical courage to do so; so 'honour' implies both moral rectitude and 
the physical courage required to act in a moral way. In fact, the physical courage to act on 
one's moral convictions is critical. Beliefs are nothing without action to put them into effect. 
"Courage is rightly esteemed the first of human qualities , because it is the quality which 
guarantees all others." (attributed to Winston Churchill). But 'honour' does not imply blind 
loyalty; on the contrary, it requires a person to act fairly, which entails a willingness to 
consider new evidence and arguments and to change one's mind if necessary. It is hardly 
honourable to persevere in an opinion or belief which has been shown to be wrong or to 
refuse to listen to arguments which might prove an opinion or belief to be wrong. So, 
'honour' encompasses all the best human qualities in a single word, like 'chivalry' to which it 
is closely related. 265 



'Sweet swan of Avon' was Ben Jonson's description of William Shakespeare, but it has been 
shown that 'Avon' can refer not just to Stratford-upon-Avon but to Hampton Court and 
other places as well. The first reference to a poet as a swan is in Carmina (Odes), where the 
Roman poet Horace (65-8 BC) used Dirceeus cycnus, the swan of Dirce, to describe Pindar 
(circa 518-circa 438 BC), Greek lyric poet from Thebes, in Boeotia (Dirce was a river near 
Thebes which, according to Pindar, owed its origin to the Muses). 


265 Chivalry is defined as 'the gallantry and honour expected of a knight' 
( https://www.britannica.com/topic/chivalry, accessed 24/8/2019). 
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A Tudor rose. 

The 'Tudor Rose Theory' is another name for the 'Prince Tudor Theory' which postulates that 
Shakespeare was an illegitimate son of Queen Elizabeth I, being either Sir Francis Bacon, 
according to some theorists, or Edward de Vere, Earl of Oxford, according to other theorists. 
In any event, 'Tudor Rose' refers to Shakespeare being a prince of the Tudor blood royal, so, 
heraldically, a swan bearing a Tudor Rose can be interpreted as referring to a poet (swan) of 
the Tudor blood royal. This is interesting in the context of this paper, which seeks to show (1) 
that my ancestor, Thomas Salusbury (x. 1586), who was descended from Sir Roland de 
Velville, an illegitimate son of King Henry VII, was the real William Shakespeare, (2) that he 
married Mary, Queen of Scots, (3) that they had a child, who was the then rightful Queen of 
England and Scotland, and (4) that her heir by the relevant laws of succession (those 
applicable to the descent of the Crown) is of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland and of his or her other realms and territories the rightful King or Queen. 

It's not me by the way, in case you were thinking of sending me a begging letter. 
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Descent of Graham Nassau Gordon Senior-Milne (b. 29 Sep 1955) from Sir Roland de Velville 
(b. 1474 d. 1535) via Thomas Salusbury (x. 1586). The line of descent is in bold. 


Sir Roland de Velville (b. 1474? d. 1535), = 

natural son of King Henry VII by an unknown 
Breton lady (see the Dictionary of Welsh 
Biography under Katheryn of Berain). 

Tudur Ap Robert Fychan of Berain, a = 

descendant, in direct male line, of 
Marchweithian, Lord of Is-Aled, founder of 
the 11th noble tribe of Wales. Berain 
Google map ref: 53.215874, -3.488200. 

John Salusbury of Lleweni, co. Denbigh (d. = 

1565). Lleweni Google map ref: 53.205873, - 
3.376425. 


John Salusbury of Bachegraig, co. Denbigh, = 
MP for Flint. Bachegraig Google map ref: 
53.230541, -3.388356. 

Lt. Col. Thomas Salusbury of Bachegraig (d. = 
1700). He served in the Dutch Wars of the 
1670s. 


Norfolk Salusbury of Plas-y-Ward, co. 
Denbigh (d. 1736). Plas-y-Ward Google map 
ref: 53.133251, -3.319637. 


Agnes Griffith (of the Penrhyn family, the senior 
branch of the Tudor family). 


Katheryn Tudor of Berain (d. 27 Aug 1591), 

known as 'Mam Cymru' ('The Mother of Wales') 
on account of her numerous descendants. 


Margaret Norris (Sometimes 'Elizabeth' but this is 
incorrect. See Dugdale's Visitation of Lancashire 
(1664) and Denbighshire Pedigrees by Lewis 
Dwnn). 

Anne Perceval, daughter and heiress of Thomas 
Perceval of 'North Weston'. 'North Weston 1 refers 
to Weston-in-Gordano in Somerset which was 
granted to Ascelin de Perceval (nicknamed 'Lupus' 
or 'The Wolf), a Norman nobleman, after the 
Norman Conquest and was held by the family 
until Thomas Perceval's death in 1691. 

Elizabeth Williams, daughter of Robert Williams of 
Ty Newydd, co. Denbigh. Is this the Ty Newydd at 
Google map ref: 52.834854, -3.177097, near 
Llansilin (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Llansilin), 
birthplace of Owain Glyndwr. A David Williams of 
Ty Newydd, Llansilin, was High Sheriff of 
Denbighshire in 1693. Llansilin was where 'The 
Englishman who Went up a Hill but Came down a 
Mountain' was filmed. 


Thomas Salusbury of Lleweni (b. 1564? x. = Margaret Wynn (of the Gwydir family), but the 
1586), the real 'William Shakespeare'. mother of Margaret Salusbury (next row) was, in 

fact, Mary, Queen of Scots. 

William Norris of Speke (d. 10 Jul 1651). = Margaret Salusbury. 

Speke Hall. Google Map ref: 53.336990, - 
2.874744. 


Jane Velville. 
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Rev. Thomas Hughes (b. 1710 d. 1776), 
Headmaster of Ruthin School, Rector of 
Llanfwrog and Llansilyn (Llansilin?). 


Rev. Thomas Hughes of Uffington, 
Berkshire (b. 1756 d. 6 Jan 1833), Canon of 
St. Paul's Cathedral and Vicar of Uffington, 
Berkshire. 

John Hughes JP of Donnington Priory, 
Newbury, Berkshire (b. 1790 d. 1857), the 

'Squire Brown' of Tom Brown's School Days 
written by his son, Thomas Hughes, and 
thus the archetypal English country squire. 
'JP' means 'Justice of the Peace'; that is, a 
Magistrate. Donnington Priory Google map 
ref: 51.414757, -1.331110. 


Nassau John Senior (b. 1822 d. 1891), 
barrister. Direct male line descendant of 
Don Abraham Senior (1410/12-1493) of 
Castile, last known Exilarch of the Jews. 266 

Walter Nassau Senior (b. 1850 d. 1933), 

barrister, named after Sir Walter Scott. 


Oliver Nassau Senior (b. 1901 d.1992), 

gentleman farmer and chartered surveyor. 


Elizabeth Salusbury (b. 1720 d. 1756), memorial 
in St. Peter's Church, Ruthin. Her mother seems 
to have been from Llansilin (see above) so I guess 
that she met her husband when he was rector 
there. 

Mary Ann Watts (b. 3 Apr 1770 d. 1853), daughter 
of Rev. George Watts (d. 1810), Vicar of 
Uffington, wrote Letters and Recollections of Sir 
Walter Scott, whose friend she was. 

Margaret Elizabeth Wilkinson (b. 1797 d. 1887), 
daughter of Thomas Wilkinson of Stokesley Castle 
or Manor, Stokesley, Yorkshire and Jane nee 
Hutton. The Hutton family of Yorkshire are the 
only family in England to have produced two 
Archbishops - Matthew Hutton, Archbishop of 
York 1595-1606 and Matthew Hutton, Archbishop 
of York 1747-1757 and then Archbishop of 
Canterbury 1757-1758. Jane Hutton's family bore 
the same coat of arms (though this is not 
conclusive proof). 

Jane Elizabeth Hughes ’Jeanie Senior’ (b. 10 Dec 
1828 d. 24 Mar 1877), co-founder of the British 
Red Cross, named after 'Jeanie Deans', the 
heroine of Sir Walter Scott's novel The Heart of 
Midlothian. 

Mabel Barbara Hammersley (b. 1864 d. 1943), 
daughter of Hugh Hammersley (1819-1882), 
banker, and Dulcibella Eden (d. 1903), cousin of 
Sir Anthony Eden, Prime Minister 1955-57. 267 

Dorothy Gardner Smith (b. 31 May 1904 d. 27 Dec 
1987), secretary to Rudyard Kipling. 


Denys Gordon Milne CBE (b. 12 Jan 1926 d. = Pamela Mary Senior (b. 23 Aug 1928), god- 
9 Feb 2000), company director, gardener. daughter of Mrs. Rudyard (Carrie) Kipling. 

Graham Nassau Gordon Senior-Milne (b. 29 Sep 1955), Baron of Mordington. 


266 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Exilarch . 

267 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anthony Eden . 
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Overview of The Shakespeare Duality Theory 


Introduction 

In his 1980 book. The Will Shakespeare Who Dunit , 268 David Hugh Bottrill, 'a brilliant 
Australian engineer’, although he lived in the USA for most of his life, expressed the view 
that Thomas Salusbury ( 1564 - X . 1586), 269 who was apparently executed in 1586 for his part in 
the Babington Plot, 270 was the real author of the works of William Shakespeare. 

Bottrill's 'Shakespeare Duality Theory' postulates that 'the real William Shakespeare' was 
two people (hence 'duality'): 

1. THE PLAYWRIGHT AND POET - A Welshman called Thomas Salusbury, born in 1564, 
the same year as Shakespeare. He was a member of the wealthy and highly-cultured 
Salusbury family of North Wales (which produced generations of scholars, poets and 
literary patrons), who went by the name Thomas Heywood, who was a well-known 
Elizabethan playwright and poet in his own right. 271 

2. A 'FRONT MAN' - A Dutchman called William Haecx, born in 1575, who went by the 
literary name William Shakespeare, under which the plays and poems of Thomas 
Salusbury were published. He was the illegitimate son of a wealthy Dutchman, David 
Haecx Jr, by Anna Boel, third wife of David's father's, and was the 'Mr. W. H.' to 
whom the Sonnets were dedicated. The painter, Peter Paul Rubens, lived in the 
Haecx home in Antwerp for a time and painted various members of the family, 
including a family group portrayed in The Assumption of the Virgin behind the alter in 
Antwerp Cathedral. 


268 Bottrill, David Hugh; The Will Shakespeare Who Dunit; Mesa, AZ; D.H. Bottrill; cl980 
(Library of Congress under ISBN10 1884648169, ISBN13 9781884648168; 
https://lccn.loc.gov/00503017). Also 

http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/The Will Shakespeare Who Dunit.pdf . 

269 Thomas Salusbury (1564-1586), https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thomas Salisbury . 

270 The Babington Plot of 1586 was a Roman Catholic plot to assassinate Queen Elizabeth I 
and put Mary, Queen of Scots, on the throne 
( https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Babington Plot) . 

271 There is a connection between Thomas Heywood and the Salusbury family. Sir Thomas 
Gresham featured in Heywood's play If You Know Not Me, You Know Nobody or The Troubles 
of Queene Elizabeth (1605 and 1606). He was a business partner of Sir Richard Clough 

(c.1530-1570), reputed to be the richest commoner in England, who was the second 
husband of Katheryn of Berain, and who proposed building the Royal Exchange, London. 
Clough was therefore the step-father of Thomas Salusbury. 
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The theory postulates that William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon, son of John Shaksper 272 
and his wife, Mary Shaksper (nee Arden), of that town, was induced (bribed) to marry the 
much older Anne Hathaway when she became pregnant with an illegitimate child of David 
Haecx Jr, a daughter named Susanna. William Shaksper ran away shortly after the marriage 
and was lost to history. The 'Shaksper household' in Stratford-upon-Avon consisted 
thereafter of (1) the mother, Anne Hathaway, (2) William Haecx, illegitimate son of David 
Haecx Jr. and Anna Boel, who went by the name William Shaksper, (3) Susanna Haecx, 

Anne's illegitimate daughter by David Haecx Jr, and so William's half-sister, who went by the 
name Susanna Shaksper, and (4) the twins, Hamnet and Judith Shaksper, born in 1585, who 
were the legitimate children of the real William Shaksper and Anne Hathaway. Once William 
Shaksper had deserted his wife and children, his parents, John and Mary, even if they had 
any say in the matter, would presumably not have objected to the introduction of William 
Haecx into the household, particularly if his upkeep was generously paid for by David Haecx 
Jr. It would have relieved them of part, if not all, of the financial burden of maintaining their 
son's wife and children without an income from their son. William Haecx would have 
adopted the name Shaksper as a member of that household. 

According to Bottrill, Thomas Salusbury was not executed in 1586, aged 22, for his part in 
the Babington Plot of that year (a Roman Catholic plot to assassinate Queen Elizabeth and 
put Mary, Queen of Scots, on the throne), as is generally believed, but he escaped abroad, 
probably to Spain. He returned to England in late 1592 or early 1593 and adopted the name 
Thomas Heywood, who became well-known as a playwright in his own right. If this is correct, 
I can only guess that Thomas Salusbury tended to use the name Heywood for more lowbrow 
entertainment for the middle and lower classes and used the name Shakespeare for plays 
primarily intended to be read by courtiers and which were sometimes subversive, politically 
sensitive or downright dangerous in some way. 

Thomas Heywood and William Shakespeare 

Thomas Heywood (early 1570s-1641) was a noted poet and playwright of the Elizabethan 
and Jacobean periods. Like Shaksper he was also an actor. His early life is a mystery and 
there is no record of his birth or his education. He is said to have studied at Cambridge 
University but the university has dismissed the notion. In essence, he appeared out of 
nowhere in the mid-1590s, at roughly the same time as Shakespeare 'emerged' from his 'lost 
years'. Coincidence? Possibly. Between 1619-1624 he inexplicably ceased all activity as an 
actor. This is, of course, broadly the period in which the First Folio was prepared. 


272 I call him Shaksper because he never used the name Shakespeare, but Shakspere 
(baptismal record and therefore his legal name), Shagspere (marriage bond), Shaxpere 
(marriage licence) or similar. I use Shaksper because it is the spelling least like Shakespeare 
and so least confusing to the eye. 
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In 1991 a computer analysis by the Claremont-McKenna College in California 273 found that 
Heywood's works are a closer match to those of Shakespeare than those of 25 
contemporary poets. The probability of the works of Shakespeare being by Heywood is, 
according to this analysis, small but then the same analysis shows that there is only a 3 in 
1000 chance that Shakespeare wrote The Tempest, and if Shakespeare could write a play so 
far removed from the 'standard', then he could presumably also write works such as those 
of Heywood - on the same basis that an engineer will be more capable of designing a car and 
a fridge (two very different types of machine) than someone who is not an engineer. It is the 
comparative probability in relation to other poets that I am emphasizing, not the absolute 
probability. 

Rather more importantly, Charles Lamb (1775-1834), who was a noted essayist, poet and 
antiquarian, said of him (my emphasis): 274 

' Heywood is a sort of prose Shakespeare. His scenes are to the full as natural and affecting. 

But we miss the poet, that which in Shakespeare always appears out and above the surface 
of the nature. Heywood's characters in this play, for instance, his country gentlemen, &c., are 
exactly what we see, but of the best kind of what we see in life. Shakespeare makes us 
believe, while we are among his lovely creations, that they are nothing but what we are 
familiar with, as in dreams new things seem old; but we awake, and sigh for the 
difference . 1275 

'If I were to be consulted as to a Reprint of our Old English Dramatists, I should advise to 
begin with the collected Plays of Heywood. He was a fellow Actor, and fellow Dramatist, with 
Shakespeare. He possessed not the imagination of the latter; but in all those qualities which 
gained for Shakespeare the attribute of gentle, he was not inferior to him. Generosity, 
courtesy, temperance in the depths of passion ; sweetness, in a word, and gentleness; 

Christianism ; and true hearty Anglicism of feelings, shaping that Christianism ; shine 

throughout his beautiful writings in a manner more conspicuous than in those of 

Shakespeare, but only more conspicuous, inasmuch as in Heywood these qualities are 


273 Griffing, Ethel Avery; The Will Shakespeare Who Dunit; 

http://www.peeraRe.org/genealoRv/The Will Shakespeare Who Dunit.pdf; p. 10.1 think 
that an expanded version of this analysis was published in 1996 under the title "And then 
there were none: Winnowing the Shakespeare claimants" (Ward E. Y. Elliott and Robert J. 
Valenza; Computers and the Humanities; 30; Kluwer Academic Publishers; 1996; pp. 191- 
245) 

274 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Charles Lamb . 

275 Essays of Charles Lamb, Selected and Edited With Introduction and Notes by George 
Armstrong Wauchope, M.A., Ph.D., Professor of English in South Carolina College; Ginn & 
Company; Boston, New York, Chicago, London; p. 267. 
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primary; in the other subordinate to poetry. I love them both equally , but Shakespeare has 
most of my wonder. Hey wood should be known to his countrymen , as he deserves . 1276 

Charles Lamb was a friend of Coleridge, Southey and Wordsworth. Given that like-minded 
people tend to associate, it is not unreasonable to infer that Coleridge and Wordsworth 
shared Lamb's opinion of Heywood as a poet and playwright. We can therefore take it, I 
suggest, that the view of leading English poets is that in many respects Heywood is the equal 
of Shakespeare and, in some respects, his superior. 

In 1599 William Jaggard published The Passionate Pilgrim, a collection of 20 poems by 'I/I/. 
Shakespeare'. In fact, only 5 of the poems were by Shakespeare and the others were by 
other poets. 277 In 1612 Jaggard published an expanded version with two new poems by 
Thomas Heywood. In a letter attached to his Apology for Actors, published in 1612, Thomas 
Heywood complained of the injury done to him arising from the fact that people might think 
that he had stolen the two poems from Shakespeare. He wrote that 'the author' (he did not 
name Shakespeare) was 'much offended'. It is difficult to make sense of this. I can see why 
Heywood would have been concerned that people might think that he had stolen two of 
Shakespeare's poems, and Shakespeare, I guess, might have been offended that poems of a 
lesser poet were attributed to him, but the fault surely lay with Jaggard, the publisher. There 
was no need for Heywood to apologise. And why did he not refer to Shakespeare by name, 
given that his name was on the title page of the book? And if Shakespeare was so offended, 
why did he not complain to the publisher some 13 years earlier when the book was first 
published? It doesn't make sense. What does make sense (or at least explains the apparent 
contradictions) is that publishing poems by Thomas Heywood as being by William 
Shakespeare might lead people to associate the two, and possibly lead to the idea that 
Thomas Heywood and William Shakespeare were one and the same person. If they were the 
same person, then 'the author' could well be described as 'offended', though, perhaps, 
'alarmed' might be a better word. 

To conclude, we have a poet who appeared from nowhere at roughly the same time as 
Shakespeare 'emerged' from his 'lost years', who leading poets consider to be, in some 
respects, as good as Shakespeare, and, in other respects, better than Shakespeare, who, 
computer analysis shows is a closer match to Shakespeare than any other contemporary 
poet/playwright, who clearly worried that people might associate him with Shakespeare and 
who sought to dismiss such an association. So perhaps Bottrill's idea might be worth looking 
into, or, at least, perhaps it should not be dismissed out of hand. After all, can you come up 
with a better explanation; that is, one which makes sense of (sensibly explains) all the facts? 


276 Essays of Charles Lamb , Selected and Edited With Introduction and Notes by George 
Armstrong Wauchope, M.A., Ph.D., Professor of English in South Carolina College; Ginn & 
Company; Boston, New York, Chicago, London; p. 270. 

277 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The Passionate Pilgrim . 
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How the theory developed and how I became involved 

David Hugh Bottrill of Chicago first advanced the theory in the 1970s, after researching the 
matter for over 15 years, having inherited an interest in the Shakespeare authorship 
question from his father, who knew some of the leading Shakespearean scholars of his day. 
Following the younger Bottrill's death in 1982, the cause was taken up by his niece, Ethel 
Avery Griffing of Mesa, Arizona, who died in 2007. She gave the theory a new lease of life by 
gathering David's papers and ideas together and publishing them on the internet. It was her 
efforts which ensured that David's theory was not just a forgotten tome gathering dust in 
some corner of the Library of Congress. In that period, about 1995, Professor Robert N. 
Lawson of Washburn University, Topeka, Kansas, wrote a play about Bottrill's theory called 
They Called Him Shakespeare . 278 As far as I am aware, this play has never been performed. 

I first came across Ethel's website in the early 2000s while researching my ancestor, Thomas 
Salusbury (x. 1586). I found the theory complicated and considered it to be highly 
improbable, since it was based, like a number of other Shakespeare authorship theories, on 
the discovery of supposed 'hidden codes' in Shakespeare's works, front matter to those 
works and the inscriptions on his monument and tomb in Holy Trinity, Stratford-upon-Avon. 
Similar codes have been 'found' to support the candidature of both Oxford and Marlowe, 
and others for all I know, so it seemed to me that such 'codes' need to be treated with a 
great deal of scepticism, although it would be rash to discount them entirely. In any event, 
the theory was, as far I could see, impossible to prove unless startling new evidence was to 
emerge, without which it could never be more than a theory and, to many, a very unlikely 
theory at that. 

For instance, how could one prove David Bottrill's assertion that Thomas Salusbury was not 
executed in 1586 for his part in the Babington Plot (a plot to assassinate Queen Elizabeth 
and put Mary, Queen of Scots, on the throne), and that he escaped abroad, later to return to 
become the most famous literary figure in the history of the world? Given that the accepted 
historical record says that he was executed, one would need to find pretty much conclusive 
proof that the man who was executed (because someone was executed under his name) 
was not Thomas Salusbury. What possible form could such evidence take? Reliable 
comparative pictures of Thomas Salusbury and the executed man might do but not much 
else. Guess what? Yep, we have those pictures. 

And how could you prove that Susanna Shaksper was not Shaksper's daughter but his sister, 
as Bottrill claims? Well, Shaksper's will refers to Susanna's daughter, Elizabeth Hall, as his 
niece, which makes her mother, Susanna, Shaksper's sister. What more authoritative 
document could you find than a legal document prepared by Shaksper's lawyer and signed 
three times by Shaksper himself? And yet, no-one seems to have noticed this 'anomaly' for 
400 years. Why is that? 


278 Griffing, Ethel Avery; The Will Shakespeare Who Dunit; 

http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/The Will Shakespeare Who Dunit.pdf; p. 28. 
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Is Shaksper's will enough to persuade you that there is a possible problem here? A problem 
which needs to be investigated? If not then nothing else will. 

New evidence has now emerged and this book is the result. I came across this new evidence 
after I tracked down Ethel Avery Griffing's old website in 2018, which, thankfully, had been 
preserved on archive.org. 279 Having found it I decided to investigate whether any further 
evidence to support Bottrill's theory had emerged since I originally looked at it. I was not 
disappointed. 

All of this 'new evidence' has been staring us in the face for 400 years, some of it in very 
obvious places looked at by almost every Shakespearean scholar, like Shaksper's will. 

I think this evidence ought to be able to persuade others (that's you, kiddo - or 'dear reader') 
that the theory is worth investigating further. Hopefully, this further research will, at some 
point in the future, allow us to solve the greatest literary mystery in history. No-one can 
reasonably expect to be more than a foot soldier in such a venture, and even the person 
who finds that final piece of the evidential jigsaw will only have done so on the basis of the 
work of those who went before him (or her). 


279 

https://web.archive.Org/web/20010604031132/http:/www.primenet.com:80/~avrvcifr/who 

dunit.htm. 
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The nature of evidence - Direct evidence versus indirect 
evidence 


As with every other authorship candidate, including Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon, the 
evidence is almost entirely indirect (that is, circumstantial) rather than direct. An item of 
direct evidence might be a document 280 recording a payment to 'the playwright, William 
Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon, for his play ‘A Midsummer Night's Dream". This is direct 
evidence tending to prove that the man from Stratford-upon-Avon wrote a play called A 
Midsummer Night's Dream because it tends to prove a certain fact (that William Shaksper 
wrote A Midsummer Night's Dream) without having to make any inferences. Agreed? An 
item of circumstantial evidence might be the name 'William Shakespeare' on the title page 
of the play A Midsummer Night's Dream. This name is similar to, but not the same as, the 
name of William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon. Do you see the difference? The latter 
item of evidence does not prove that the 'William Shakespeare' recorded as the author of A 
Midsummer Night's Dream and 'William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon' are one and the 
same person; we have to infer that they are the same person. It is the necessity of inferring 
the fact we are trying to prove from the evidence which determines whether that evidence 
is circumstantial or not. 

It is a popular misconception that circumstantial or indirect evidence is somehow invalid or 
unreliable ('That's just a coincidence!'). While direct evidence ('I saw A stab B.') is generally 
considered to be more persuasive, many successful criminal prosecutions rely largely or 
entirely on circumstantial evidence, and civil cases are frequently decided on the basis of 
such evidence. Most murderers do not go around saying 7 am going to killx' or admit to an 
intention to kill in court, so (in the absence of direct evidence, such as a CCTV recording of 
the crime) the intention to kill, which has to be proved to sustain a charge of murder, can 
only be inferred from indirect or circumstantial evidence. It is the accumulation of 
circumstantial evidence which very often convicts, and the situation is precisely the same in 

the Shakespeare authorship debate. 

The accumulation of evidence will often or usually consist of things that are not related to or 
dependent on each other, such as a person having brown hair, wearing a certain type of 
shoe, being French and being on a certain train at a certain time on a certain date. There is 
no relationship between the things other than that they relate to the same person; say, the 
murderer in an Agatha Christie mystery. In other words, the man was not on the train 
because he is French and he doesn't wear a certain type of shoe because he has brown hair 
and so on; there is no causal relationship. These items of evidence might, when taken 
together, be sufficient to convict the person of a crime on the basis that the perpetrator was 
a brown-haired Frenchman wearing a certain type of shoe who was on a certain train at a 
certain time on a certain date and the likelihood of anyone else sharing these four 


280 'direct evidence - in the law of evidence, evidence of a fact in issue given by a witness who 
came to it through his own senses or evidence from a document or item produced before the 
court.' ('direct evidence'; Collins Dictionary of Law; W.J. Stewart; 2006; https://legal- 
dictionary.thefreedictionary.com/direct+evidence) ; accessed 8/8/2019. 
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characteristics is so unlikely that there can be no reasonable doubt in the matter; that is, the 
matter has been proved beyond reasonable doubt. 

As J. Thomas Looney wrote in his Shakespeare Identified (he identified the Earl of Oxford): 
'The predominant element of what we call circumstantial evidence is that of coincidence. A 
few coincidences we may treat as simply interesting; a number of coincidences we regard as 
remarkable; a vast accumulation of extraordinary coincidences we accept as conclusive 
proof 1281 But it doesn't require a vast accumulation (whatever 'vast' means) to allow us to 
reach a verdict, just a sufficient accumulation. What is sufficient will depend on the 
circumstances but a person knows when he has reached the point where he is persuaded by 
the evidence with sufficient certainty to send a man to prison for 20 years or to say that the 
Earl of Oxford was Shakespeare. And twelve people coming to the same conclusion on the 
basis of properly admitted evidence in a court of law is sufficient to legally determine a 
matter, according to our standards. 

In Trial of the City of Glasgow Bank Directors 282 , The Lord Justice Clerk, Sir James Moncreiff, 
11th Bart, of Tullibole and 1st Lord Moncreiff (1811-1895), is recorded instructing the jury as 
follows: 

'His crime is his guilty knowledge, and nothing else. He is charged with personal dishonesty, 
and you must be able to affirm that on the evidence before you can convict him. But while I 
say that, gentlemen, I by no means mean to say that the knowledge which you must find 
must necessarily be deduced from direct evidence of it. You are not entitled to assume it; but 
you are entitled to infer that fact, as you are entitled to infer any other fact, from facts and 

circumstances which show and carry to your mind the conviction that the man when he 

circulated, or when he made that balance sheet, knew that it was false . You must be quite 
satisfied, however, before you can draw that conclusion, not merely that it is probable, or 
likely, or possible that he knew, but that he did, in point of fact, know the falsehood of which 
he is accused.' 

The key words here are 'you are entitled to infer any other fact, from facts and 
circumstances which show and carry to your mind the conviction that [...]'. 

I cannot present direct evidence which is sufficient on its own to prove beyond reasonable 
doubt (more than 90% probable) that Thomas Salusbury was 'the real William Shakespeare', 
but I think I can present an accumulation of direct and indirect (coincidental) evidence which 
I believe, at the very least, establishes Thomas Salusbury as a credible candidate who should 
be investigated further, and who you might consider, as I do, to be 'the real William 
Shakespeare' on the balance of probabilities (more than 50% probable), the standard of 
proof used in civil courts. 


281 Looney, J. Thomas; Shakespeare Identified; Frederick. A. Stokes; New York; 1920. 

282 Wallace, William (ed.); Sweet & Maxwell; London; 1905;, p. 370-406; 
http://archive.org/details/trialofcitvofglaOOcity . 


357 







As Trevor Fisher stated in his History: Shakespeare and the Evidence Problem 
( http://www.trevorfisher.info/shakespeare-and-the-evidence-problem/; accessed 
29/5/25018): 'Historians have always to proceed on the basis that there are no final answers 
in history, and research may produce fresh evidence or reinterpretations which change the 
accepted view. This is an invariable rule. It is particularly so where the evidence is weak, and 
unexplained issues remain unresolved after much research, as is the case for the Authorship 
issue whether the Man from Stratford, or the alternatives are considered.' 
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Summary of the evidence in this case 


'If you wish to upset the low that all crows are black, you must not seek to show that no 
crows are; it is enough if you can prove one single crow be white.' - William James (1842- 
1910), philosopher and psychologist. 

To prove that, for instance, Edward de Vere, 17 th Earl of Oxford, was not Shakespeare, 
you do not have to prove that he did not write each and all of the works in the accepted 
Shakespeare canon; you only need to prove that he did not write one of the works in 
the accepted Shakespeare canon. Conversely, to prove that a man is Shakespeare, you 
only need to prove that he must have written one of the works in the accepted 
Shakespeare canon. 

In essence, this is the approach taken here; namely, that only one person can have 
written The Phoenix and the Turtle and that person was Thomas Salusbury. It follows 
that Thomas Salusbury wrote the works of William Shakespeare. 


At this stage I only want to refer to six key items of evidence; the sine qua non ('without 
which nothing') of my argument. These are: 

1. The most mysterious poem in the world; The Phoenix and the Turtle by William 
Shakespeare). 283 

2. The most mysterious painting in the world; Portrait of an Unknown Woman, now 
attributed to Marcus Gheeraerts the Younger (1561-1635), in the Haunted Gallery at 
Hampton Court Palace, 284 which is a portrait of a richly-dressed woman, who is 
clearly pregnant, crowning a weeping stag with a crown of flowers (pansies or 'love in 
idleness'). The painting is rich in symbolism and includes various mottos as well as a 
sonnet. The overall tone is one of great sadness and misfortune. 

3. A rather macho portrait of Thomas Salusbury as a young man (proud, assertive, 
richly-dressed in black and lace, bare-chested and carrying a dagger - rather like an 
Elizabethan Sir Tom Jones). I have no idea where this portrait is but we know it is of 
Thomas Salusbury from a later copy. 285 


283 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The Phoenix and the Turtle . 

284 https://www.rct.uk/collection/406024/portrait-of-an-unknown-woman . Sir Roy Strong, 
former Director of the National Portrait Gallery, London, and former Director of the Victoria 
and Albert Museum, London, then the most respected art expert in the UK, now retired, 
says, in " My Weepinge Stagg I Crowne: The Persian Lady Reconsidered" (The Art of the 
Emblem; Bath, M. (ed.); A. Young; NY; 1992): 'Without doubt we are looking at... the most 
complicated of all Elizabethan allegorical portraits.' 

285 Pennant, Thomas; A tour in Wales; 2 vols; 1778 and 1781. 
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4. The famous Chandos portrait of Shakespeare in the National Portrait Gallery, 286 
which is deemed to be the best contemporary likeness of Shakespeare based on its 
similarity to the Droeshout engraving in the First Folio of 1623. 287 

5. A woodcut portrait of the man executed as Thomas Salusbury, who is clearly not 
Thomas Salusbury, being much older. This is dealt with in a later section. 

6. The ass's head in A Midsummer Night's Dream. 

Let's consider the portraits. 



Sir Tom Jones, Welsh heart-throb. This is not 
a joke; I think Shakespeare looked like Sir 
Tom Jones. If Shakespeare was Welsh, why 
wouldn't he look like Sir Tom Jones, a fellow 
Welshman? 



Thomas Salusbury (1564-1586) - An 
Elizabethan Sir Tom Jones, sons hairy 
chest. His brother, John, was known as 
'The Strong', so I am guessing that Thomas 
was equally powerfully built; pretty much 
a 'man mountain' in my view. 


286 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chandos portrait . 

287 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Droeshout portrait . 
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Portrait of Thomas Salusbury (left) merging into the Chandos portrait of William 
Shakespeare (right). There is a video of the merge on Vimeo. 288 The faces are almost 
identical; one is just an older version of the other. 

I was mooching about on the internet one day when I came across the Chandos portrait, 
which I had, of course, seen many times before. But this time a thought occurred to me 
along the lines of: 'Hold it! The Chandos portrait looks rather like an older Thomas 
Salusburyl' So I loaded both portraits into a graphics software package (Corel Photo-Paint) 
and overlaid one portrait on top of the other, resizing and adjusting the transparency to suit. 
A perfect match. Well, almost perfect. When I say almost perfect, I mean that reputable 
facial recognition software says that, in spite of the obvious age difference, there is an 85% 
probability that the two portraits are of the same person, based on a scientific (that is, 
systematic) comparison of the facial features. Not quite certain enough to arrest a suspect 
on the street, but close. Ergo, Thomas Salusbury was William Shakespeare. 

I cannot overemphasize the importance of this. This is the first time in 400 years that a 
portrait of a named individual has been closely matched to the most authoritative portrait of 
Shakespeare (the Chandos portrait). So what was the reaction of the experts of National 
Portrait Gallery or NPG (Charlotte Bolland, Senior Curator, Research and 16th Century 
Collections, apparently an expert in Tudor/Elizabethan portraits), which is the custodian of 
the Chandos portrait, when I informed them of this? It was to say, in summary, that the fact 
that they look like the same person means that they are not the same person. She wrote (my 
emphasis): 7 think that the relationship you propose between the two portraits by overlaying 
the images and using facial-recognition software, arises from the conventions of painted 
portraiture in the early seventeenth century, which ccm result in similarities between portraits 
of different sitters in regards to proportion and pose .' 289 

But you cannot say that because something can be x, it must be x without something 
(evidence and reasoning) in between those two statements; something which takes you 
from 'can be' to 'must be'. This is because even if it is true that portraits of different people 
can look similar or the same, it is also true that portraits can look similar or the same 

because they are of the same person. So, which of these two options is it in any particular 


288 https://vimeo.com/350199650 . 

289 E-Mail to the author from Charlotte Bolland dated 5/8/2019. 
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case? You can only answer that question by investigating the matter further. Charlotte 
Bolland didn't investigate the matter further; she just jumped to a conclusion. She said, in 
effect: 'Well, they look as though they are same person so they must be different people.' 
Yes, that makes sense. The Wikipedia entry for the Chandos portrait explains the view of 
experts: ’Since the man in the Chandos portrait resembles the one in the Droeshout 
engraving, the similarity lends an indirect legitimacy to the oil painting. ' So the similarity of 
portrait A to portrait B lends legitimacy to portrait A. This is the exact opposite of what 
Charlotte Bolland says. 

One key factor is that both portraits have what I think is (having looked at hundreds of 
Tudor/Elizabethan portraits, but without claiming to be an expert in the matter) a very 
unusually shaped mouth (what I would describe as a beaky lip with a pronounced philtrum, 
the vertical groove/indentation between the nose and the upper lip, and a pronounced 'v' 
where the philtrum meets the upper lip), such that when you superimpose one portrait on 
top of the other the two mouths are close to identical. Is it part of the 'convention' to paint 
all people with the same oddly-shaped mouth? I think not somehow. 




rSX 

vmSm 


The top picture is from the Chandos portrait; the bottom one from the portrait of Thomas 
Salusbury. I would say that it is the same mouth in both pictures. 

Further, if what Charlotte Bolland says is true then I cannot have stumbled on the only two 
portraits that look the same because of this supposed convention; there must be other 
examples (including, one would suppose, the odd-shaped mouth). At least one, surely? So, 
to prove her point did Charlotte Bolland, the expert in Tudor portraits, cite any other 
examples which match the two portraits? No, she cited as an example of the 'convention' an 
artist whose portraits were so stylized that he made even men and women look the same. 

I'll bet he was popular with his female sitters (Artist: "Here is your portrait, my lady." Lady: "/ 
look like a lumberjack." Artist: "Yes, my lady. It is called artistic licence." Lady: "Well, you 
don't have a licence to make me look like a great hairy ape! Throw it on the fire! And throw 
yourself on afterwards!" Storms off.). 
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Further, when her predecessor at the National Portrait Gallery, Tarnya Cooper, was asked to 
give an opinion on the Cobbe portrait (another supposed portrait of Shakespeare), she 
asserted that it was, in fact, a portrait of Sir Thomas Overbury. Why did she do this? Because 
the Cobbe portrait is very similar to a portrait of Sir Thomas Overbury. In other words, she 
did the exact opposite of what Charlotte Bolland did; that is, she did what any person with 
an ounce of common sense would do and said: "Well, they look pretty much identical, 
therefore they are very probably the same person." She did not say "Well, they look pretty 
much identical, therefore they cannot be the same person." My point is proved I think. 
Charlotte Bolland is contradicted by her predecessor at the National Portrait Gallery, Tarnya 
Cooper. 



The Cobbe portrait 290 on the left. Sir Thomas Overbury on the right. Would you say that 
because the portraits are so similar that they cannot be of the same man? No, neither did 
Tarnya Cooper - or a host of other experts, including Sir Roy Strong. 

Rather more embarrassing is this. Charlotte Bolland rejects the idea that the portrait of 
Thomas Salusbury and the Chandos portrait of Shakespeare are of the same man on account 
of the convention she refers to of portraying people in a certain way. But, surely then, she 
must also reject the idea that the Chandos portrait and the Droeshout engraving in the First 
Folio are of the same man on the same basis. Logically, she cannot reject one but accept the 
other; her logic must be applied consistently. Why would the convention apply to my two 
portraits (the portrait of Thomas Salusbury and the Chandos portrait), but not apply to the 
Chandos portrait and the Droeshout engraving? Well, this is a turn up for the books. The 
NPG's expert on Tudor/Elizabethan portraits has now ruled, in effect, that the Chandos 
portrait and the Droeshout engraving are not of the same man. In short, she has just 
delegitimized the most important painting in the NPG's collection (the first work it acquired) 


290 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cobbe portrait . 
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because the Droeshout engraving is accepted as being a portrait of Shakespeare, so if the 
Chandos portrait is not of the same man, it is not a portrait of Shakespeare. 



The Chandos portrait on the left merging into the Droeshout engraving on the right. 
Following the logic of Charlotte Bolland of the National Portrait Gallery, the Chandos portrait 
cannot be a portrait of Shakespeare. 

When I first wrote to the NPG, Charlotte Bolland did not react to (comment on) my material 
at all; she just referred me to a book which the NPG had produced on Shakespeare, from 
which it is clear that they don't know much about the authorship debate. After a day or two, 
she obviously considered that she had been rather rude (which she had) and so wrote 
further to say that she would put my material on file. Again, no reaction to (comment on) my 
material, so her second E-Mail was as unhelpful as her first. In fact, saying that you will 'put 
it on file' is to confirm that you intend to do precisely nothing. I then wrote to her saying 
that I was thinking of approaching the media and would the NPG be prepared to comment 
to the media, if approached. I did this purely to provoke a response, to get some idea of 
what she actually thought of my material. Third time lucky perhaps (Talk of trying to squeeze 
blood out of a stone!). She replied by saying what I have related above. In other words, she 
was saying don't bother going to the media because if they ask us for a comment we will just 
pour cold water on the whole idea. So, she was trying to strangle my idea before it even got 
off the ground. It appears that Charlotte Bolland is a Stratfordian (she believes, as someone 
who is not a literary expert, that the works of Shakespeare were written by the man from 
Stratford-upon-Avon - as I did before I looked into the matter). If I am right about the 
portraits, then it was Thomas Salusbury who wrote the works of Shakespeare, which, for a 
Stratfordian, means that my theory about the portraits must be strangled at birth. If you can 
think of a more plausible explanation for what she did then please let me know. 

Bear in mind that to find a portrait of Shakespeare with a name attached would be far and 
away the greatest coup in art history and literary history combined . So, even if there is only a 
5% probability that such a portrait has been found, wouldn't you say that the National 
Portrait Gallery has a positive duty to look into the matter? They don't have to commit 
themselves, just investigate. People bet money on a lottery (EuroMillions for instance) when 
their chance of winning is about one in 145 million, so one in twenty (5%), even one in a 
hundred (1%), are pretty good odds by comparison. 

Further, it's not as if people have been pulling portraits which match portraits of 
Shakespeare out of a hat every five minutes, as opposed to portraits of what people think 
Shakespeare should have looked like. No, this is the first and only occasion in 400 years, as 
far as I know. And the NPG dismisses it out of hand without even considering it in any proper 
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sense of that word. And it's not a 5% probability; the facial recognition software says that 
there is an 85% probability. Now, the software could be wrong for any number of reasons, 
but the people who design such systems have to sell them in the real world. In other words, 
they have to actually work in real life or the software designers go out of business. Charlotte 
Bolland does not have to stake her reputation in the real world in such a manner; she can 
just spout an opinion with no apprehension of any comeback. After all, it's only an opinion. I 
know whose expertise I trust more. So, given the 85% figure, would you think that the 
matter ought to be at least looked into? A bit? Perhaps I will give Charlotte Bolland a million 
dollar diamond and say: "Professional computer analysis says that there is an 85% chance 
that this million dollar diamond is real." Presumably Charlotte Bolland would put that 
diamond in the bin saying: "Well, fake diamonds can look like real diamonds so it must be a 
fake." Quite. But a confirmed portrait of Shakespeare would be worth rather more than one 
million dollars; it would be up there with the best Van Goghs, even the Mona Lisa. So, $100 
million? $200 million? $500 million? The sky is the limit. Would you dismiss the chance of 
finding the most important portrait of all time on the same basis that Charlotte Bolland did? 
Yes? Then you must be one of the dozens of publishers (now kicking themselves on a daily 
basis) who turned down the first Harry Potter novel. 

It is a pity that I have had to devote so much space to refuting such nonsensical arguments, 
but it is harder to remove mud than to throw it. 
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Together for all time. The surnames Shakespeare and Salisburye (Salusbury was often spelt 
with an 'i' or an 'e' in place of the 'u'). A list of Stratford-upon-Avon bailiffs (mayors) in the 
town hall. Given the proximity of Stratford-upon-Avon to the Welsh border, could the 
Salisburye family of that town have been part of the wider Welsh Salusbury 'clan'. Possibly. 
'John Shakespeare' was William's father. 


365 



The Phoenix and the Turtle. The most beautiful and mysterious poem ever written. It has 
evaded interpretation for over 400 years. 



The Phoenix and the Turtle 

Let the bird of loudest lay, 

On the sole Arabian tree. 

Herald sad and trumpet be, 

To whose sound chaste wings obey. 

But thou, shrieking harbinger. 

Foul pre-currer of the fiend. 

Augur of the fever's end, 

To this troop come thou not near. 

From this session interdict 
Every fowl of tyrant wing. 

Save the eagle, feather'd king: 

Keep the obsequy so strict. 


Let the priest in surplice white, 

That defunctive music can. 

Be the death-divining swan. 

Lest the requiem lack his right. 

And thou, treble-dated crow, 

That thy sable gender mak'st 
With the breath thou giv'st and tak'st, 
'Mongst our mourners shalt thou go. 

Here the anthem doth commence: 
Love and constancy is dead; 

Phoenix and the turtle fled 
In a mutual flame from hence. 

So they lov'd, as love in twain 
Had the essence but in one; 

Two distincts, division none: 

Number there in love was slain. 

Hearts remote, yet not asunder; 
Distance, and no space was seen 
'Twixt the turtle and his queen; 

But in them it were a wonder. 

So between them love did shine. 

That the turtle saw his right 
Flaming in the phoenix' sight: 

Either was the other's mine. 

Property was thus appall'd. 

That the self was not the same; 

Single nature's double name 
Neither two nor one was call'd. 

Reason, in itself confounded. 

Saw division grow together; 

To themselves yet either-neither. 
Simple were so well compounded. 


That it cried how true a twain 
Seemeth this concordant one! 

Love hath reason, reason none 
If what parts can so remain. 

'Whereupon it made this threne 
To the phoenix and the dove, 
Co-supreme and stars of love; 

As chorus to their tragic scene. 

THRENOS 

Beauty, truth, and rarity, 

Grace in all simplicity. 

Here enclosed, in cinders lie. 

Death is now the phoenix' nest 
And the turtle's loyal breast 
To eternity doth rest. 

Leaving no posterity: 

'Twas not their infirmity. 

It was married chastity. 

Truth may seem, but cannot be: 
Beauty brag, but 'tis not she; 

Truth and beauty buried be. 

To this urn let those repair 
That are either true or fair 
For these dead birds sigh a prayer.' 


'The loveliest of all Shakespeare's poems' (and so the loveliest of all poems) (Allen, Percy; The 
Case for Edward de Vere Seventh Earl of Oxford as "Shakespeare"-, Cecil Palmer; London; 
1930). 
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The painting known as Portrait of an Unknown Woman, 291 attributed to the Flemish artist, 
Marcus Gheeraerts the Younger (1561-1635) (Royal Collection, Hampton Court Palace). In 
"My Weepinge Stagg I Crowne: The Persian Lady Reconsidered" (Bath, M. (ed .);The Art of the 
Emblem; A. Young; New York; 1992) Sir Roy Strong said: 'Without doubt we are looking at... 
the most complicated of all Elizabethan allegorical portraits.' The most mysterious painting 
in the world. It also has evaded interpretation for over 400 years. Thought formerly to be a 


291 

http://www.peerage.org/genealogv/Marcus%20Gheeraerts%20the%20younger%20Flemish 

%20artist%201561-1635%20Portrait%20of%20a%20 Woman .jpg . 
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portrait of a pregnant Queen Elizabeth (pregnant by Edward de Vere according to those who 
adhere to the Prince Tudor theory). 292 Now revealed to be a pregnant Mary, Queen of Scots. 

The sonnet in the cartouche at bottom right reads: 

'The restles swallow fits my restles minde. 

In still revivinge still renewinge wronges; 
her just complaintes of cruelty unkinde, 
are all the musique, that my life prolonges. 

With pensive thoughtes my weeping stagg I crowne 
whose melancholy teares my cares expresse 
hes teares in sylence, and my sighes unknowne 
are all the physicke that my harmes redresse. 

My onely hope was in this goodly tree, 
which I did plant in love bringe up in care: 
but all in vaine, for now to late I see 
the shales be mine, the kernels others are. 

My musique may be plaintes, my physique teares 
If this be all the fruite my love tree beares.' 

It is necessary to consider these two items of evidence together because they relate to the 
same couple, a man and a woman (the phoenix and the turtle in the poem and the unknown 
woman and her weeping stag in the painting), and they therefore reinforce each other. In 
fact, the painting includes depictions of several phoenixes and turtle doves, so the painting 

refers directly to the poem, as explained below. Researchers have been trying to identify 
the subjects in the poem and the painting for over 400 years, but, so far, they have not 
succeeded. I have now identified the subjects in both, which is the same couple in each case. 

I can take no credit for this. It was others who made the critical discoveries (associating the 
poem with Thomas Salusbury and identifying the woman in the painting as Mary, Queen of 
Scots); it is just that they did not take their discoveries just a few steps further. 

Let's not beat about the bush any further. In the painting, the unknown woman is Mary, 
Queen of Scots. This identification is positive. This fact was established by showing that a 
motto on the painting, 'mea sic mihi [prosunt]' ('thus do my own treat me'), found, I believe, 
nowhere outside the two places I refer to (the medallion and the painting), was used by 
Mary, Queen of Scots, on a medallion which she had struck in 1579 which lamented her 
being abandoned by her son. King James VI of Scotland (and King James I of England from 
1603), and also by showing that flowers on her costume (in fact, a dressing gown - she 
appears to be naked underneath) were lilies (for France), roses (for England) and thistles (for 


292 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Prince Tudor theory . 
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Scotland), a combination which can be associated only with her. And as I have said, the birds 
embroidered on the dressing gown are phoenixes and turtle doves, which seals the matter. 

Once this identification had been made, it was then possible to identify who the weeping 
stag represents; namely, Thomas Salusbury, who was a close cousin of Mary, Queen of Scots, 
as a descendant of King Henry VII. The weeping stag is the symbol of St. Eustace, whose 
saint's day is 20 th September and the Babington Plot conspirators, of which Thomas 
Salusbury was one, were executed on 20/9/1586 and 21/9/1586. Furthermore, 'eustachios' 
in Greek means 'bearing fruit' and the sonnet on the painting ends with the line 'If this be all 
the fruite my love tree beares .' The combination of (1) the weeping stag, (2) the reference to 
bearing fruit (pointing to the name Eustace) and (3) the coincidence of the dates means, I 
submit, that we can safely conclude that the weeping stag represents Thomas Salusbury. 

The matter is fully explained below, but one important point to note is that the woman is 
quite clearly pregnant, a conclusion supported by a German professor of gynaecology. 293 The 
inference is obvious (taking into account the reference to 'the fruite my love tree beares', 
which clearly refers to having children); namely, that Mary, Queen of Scots, is portrayed 
carrying a child by Thomas Salusbury, who I believe she married (he having obtained the 
nullification of his marriage to his child-bride, Margaret Wynn, for lack of real consent or 
simply on the assumption that the marriage to Margaret Wynn was void ab initio for duress) 
because she is wearing a wedding ring which I do not think can refer to her three earlier 
marriages for reasons which I give. 

We also know the identity of the child. It was Margaret Salusbury, born in February 1586, 
when Mary, Queen of Scots, just happened to be confined to her bed for a month. That child 
was immediately excluded (in the month of her birth) from inheriting the Salusbury family's 
main estate of Lleweni. This can only have been because she was not a legitimate heir to 
that estate (I suspect that the family of Margaret Wynn, Thomas' wife, put their collective 
foot down when they learned of the birth of the child). What this means is that William 
Shakespeare married Mary, Queen of Scots, and had a child by her, Margaret Salusbury. To 
Roman Catholics, who formed a very substantial proportion of the population, that child 
would have been the rightful heir to the throne after her mother (excluding King James VI 
because he was raised a Protestant). 

If we have any residual doubts about this identification, we can dismiss them as soon as we 
consider the poem. The Phoenix and the Turtle. Again, it was another researcher (John Idris 
Jones in 2011 - see below) who suggested that the avian funeral procession described in the 


293 Professor Hildegard Hammerschmidt-Hummel 

( https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hildegard Hammerschmidt-Hummel) , in her book. The secret 
of Shakespeare's 'Dark Lady': Documentation disclosing a mystery (Darmstadt; 
Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft und Primus Verlag; 1999), said that in the expert opinion 
of gynaecologist Professor Peter Berle, the most striking characteristic of the unknown 
woman was "that she [stood] eight to twelve weeks before the birth of her child" (Source 
http://www.hammerschmidt-hummel.de/translation/5dseptember2000.htm, accessed 
29/5/2018). 
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poem can be associated with the funeral of Thomas Salusbury. Of course, if the poem refers 
to his funeral, then he must be the turtle dove, the male of the couple. This means that the 
phoenix, referred to in the poem as 'his queen', must be Mary, Queen of Scots, whose 
personal motto, 'En ma fin gft mon commencement' ('In my end is my beginning'), derives 
from the re-birth of the phoenix. The phoenix reborn out of its own ashes can only be the 
person to whom the poem is dedicated, Thomas Salusbury's brother. Sir John Salusbury, and 
he is the phoenix reborn because he is the Roman Catholic heir to the throne (though 
nominally a Protestant), as a descendant of King Henry VII via his illegitimate son. Sir Roland 
de Velville. Sir John Salusbury is specifically addressed as the phoenix in Love's Martyr (the 
book in which the poem was first published), so there is no doubt about this. The poem 
looks forward to the resurrection of the Roman Catholic monarchy in the person of Sir John 
Salusbury, following the anticipated none-too-distant death of Queen Elizabeth. Mary, 

Queen of Scots' personal motto ('In my end is my beginning') became eerily true because her 
execution immediately vested her right to the throne in the issue of her body (and therefore 
her reborn self), Margaret Salusbury. The poem describes the phoenix and the turtle as 
being married, which confirms the message in the painting. But why, if Mary, Queen of 
Scots, had an heir in her daughter, Margaret Salusbury, is Sir John Salusbury identified as the 
phoenix reborn. Why is it not Margaret Salusbury? Why does the poem go so far as to say 
that the phoenix and the turtle were childless, flying in the face of the clear evidence of the 
portrait? 

I believe that the phoenix and the turtle are referred to as being childless ('leaving no 
posterity') because a child of Thomas Salusbury (Margaret Salusbury) would have taken 
precedence over Sir John Salusbury, being the child of Sir John's elder brother. But a 
previously unheard of, minor, female purported child of Mary, Queen of Scots, by a man 
who was commonly believed to have been dead for almost 15 years, who was also a Roman 
Catholic, was, I believe, considered to be too much to ask the populace to accept ('an ask too 
far'). On the other hand, a 'Protestant', known to the public, a favourite of the Queen, and 
having a claim to the throne via his descent from King Henry VII, had a much better chance 
of being accepted. In the event, they were outmanoeuvred by the Cecils, who raced to install 
King James VI of Scotland on the throne. So, I believe that the reference to the phoenix and 
the turtle being childless was to pass over the senior heir (Margaret Salusbury) in favour of 
the next heir (Sir John Salusbury) who, it was felt, had a much better chance of succeeding in 
being popularly accepted and succeeding to the throne as a result. By saying that the 
phoenix and the turtle were childless, the rights of that 15 year-old child were being passed 
over; that is, abrogated. If you think about it, true love (which is the subject of the poem) 
does not necessarily imply either marriage or children; they are a natural, but not necessary, 
consequence of true love. So why mention marriage and children at all, given that they 
prove nothing either way (being married and having children is not proof of true love and 
not being married or having children in not proof of the absence of true love)? The answer 
must be that confirming the absence of children was relevant to some issue other than the 
issue of true love. The only answer that I can think of is that the absence of children with a 
better claim was a necessary condition for the succession, as it were, of the proposed new 
phoenix to the mantle of the dead phoenix. 

The Dictionary of National Biography, 1885-1900, Volume 2, p. 311, under 'Babington, 
Anthony', states: 'But it is unnecessary, on the other hand, to credit the rumour circulated, as 
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it was said, on the authority of Cecil, that Queen Mary had resolved to marry Babington.' So 
there appears to have been a rumour that Mary, Queen of Scots, was planning to marry one 
of the Babington plotters. Perhaps they just got the wrong one. 

Well, OK then. But even if Thomas Salusbury and Mary, Queen of Scots, were lovers, or even 
husband and wife, and had a child, legitimate or not, what has that got to do with the 
authorship question? In other words, even if it is true, how does it prove (or tend to show) 
that Thomas Salusbury was 'the real William Shakespeare'? 

The short answer to that is that the person who wrote the poem had to know the full details 
of the intimate relationship between Thomas Salusbury and Mary, Queen of Scots. Only 
Mary, Queen of Scots, Thomas Salusbury and members of his immediate family (and possibly 
one or two personal servants or attendants) would have known about that relationship, so 
only a member of that group can have written the poem and commissioned the portrait. Of 
this group, Thomas Salusbury is overwhelmingly the most likely candidate, and his servants 
were unlikely to have been poets, so we must go for him in the absence of any specific 
evidence pointing to someone else. 

Note that the idea of Mary, Queen of Scots, having an illegitimate daughter was expressed 
by Sophia Lee (1750-1824) in her 1783/5 novel The Recess (which means a hidden chamber). 
In 1812 Rossini wrote an opera based on the novel called Elisabetta, Regina d'lnghilterra, 
(Elizabeth, Queen of England). 


Here's the logic: 

1. The phoenix is Mary, Queen of Scots, and the turtle dove is Thomas Salusbury. 
The poem is about their love affair. 

2. The man who wrote the poem knew all the intimate details of the love affair 
between Thomas Salusbury and Mary, Queen of Scots. 

3. That person was most probably Thomas Salusbury himself or, much less likely, 
someone very close to him. It was certainly not William Shaksper of Stratford- 
upon-Avon, Sir Francis Bacon, The Earl of Oxford or Christopher Marlowe. 

4. We know that William Shakespeare wrote the poem. 

5. Therefore Thomas Salusbury was William Shakespeare. 


In addition, distinguished Stratfordian academics 294 have argued that the sad and beautiful 
sonnet on the painting was written by Shakespeare. This gives rise to a similar question; 
namely, how did Shakespeare acquire the knowledge to write the sonnet, given its 
unmistakable reference to having children, necessarily by the man represented by the stag? 


294 Hammerschmidt-Hummel, Professor Hildegard; The secret of Shakespeare's 'Dark Lady': 
Documentation disclosing a mystery; Darmstadt; Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft und 
Primus Verlag; 1999. 
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Shakespeare cannot have written either the poem or the sonnet without knowing the 
intimate details of the love affair between Thomas Salusbury and Mary, Queen of Scots. If 
there was such a love affair/marriage, who is the one man who we know must have known 
about it? Thomas Salusbury. 

This train of logic is similar to that used by Stratfordians to dismiss the Earl of Oxford as an 
authorship candidate on the basis that he cannot have written The Tempest because the 
play refers to a shipwreck which happened in 1609 and the Earl of Oxford died in 1604. In 
other words, whoever wrote the play needed to know a certain thing and Oxford did not 
know that thing because it happened after he died. Therefore he didn't write The Tempest. 
Therefore he was not Shakespeare. 

Oxfordians use the same logic. They say that Shakespeare's plays display an intimate and 
extensive knowledge of Italy. William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon never went to Italy, 
therefore William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon was not Shakespeare. They use the same 
logic with respect to Shakespeare's knowledge of Latin, Greek, the law, court life, medicine, 
herbal law, falconry and so on. 

If Stratfordians and Oxfordians can use this form of argument, then so can others. And why 
not, given that it is a valid form of argument? 

If the knowledge necessary to do a certain thing was only possessed by one person then that 
person must have done that thing. To do X it is necessary to know Y. Person A is the only 
person who knows Y therefore he was the person who didX.' Millions of things we do in our 
daily lives are based on this logic; like accessing your bank accounts via a password for 
instance, which relies on the assumption that only you know your password. When you use 
your bank card to withdraw cash from a cashpoint machine, you enter your password/pin 
number. The bank says to itself, in effect; ‘Ah, here is someone trying to take money out of 
John Smith's account using John Smith's password. Only John Smith knows John Smith's 
password, therefore the person trying to withdraw cash must be John Smith. Therefore we 
will pay out the cash.' The point is that if you trust this logic in handling your own money 
(that is, you are prepared to risk all the money in your bank account on the basis that this 
logic works), you must surely also accept the same logic when applied to the authorship 
question. 

The logic of this argument ('You must have done it because you're the only person who knew 
where the key was’ type of argument) applies to both the poem and sonnet on the painting. 

You may not accept my candidates for the couple referred to in the painting and the poem 
(Thomas Salusbury and Mary, Queen of Scots), but I think they make more sense than any of 
the alternative candidates put forward in the last 400 years. If you reject my candidates, can 
you suggest better alternatives? Even if you merely accept my candidates as possible, rather 
than probable, then, on that basis, you must accept that it is valid to ask how, given that 
fact, the person who wrote the poem came by the knowledge necessary to write it. The 
same applies to the sonnet on the painting. 


372 



So there we are. In my view decoding the most mysterious poem in the world and the most 
mysterious painting in the world has allowed us to solve the greatest literary mystery in the 
world; the identity of the real William Shakespeare. 

What about the ass's head in A Midsummer Night's Dream ? Well, this seems to have been 
derived from Balaam's ass in the Chester mystery plays. These plays were never printed so 
Shakespeare very probably knew about them because he actually saw them or even 
performed in them. Chester is close to the home of the Salusbury family, Lleweni Hall. Did 
Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon ever visit Chester? And how about other authorship 
candidates? Did the Earl of Oxford ever visit Chester? Bacon? Marlowe? Derby did of course. 
In short, the ass's ears point to Chester and environs, including North Wales, and have been 
pointing in that direction for 400 years. Anyone who doesn't pay attention to the ass is 
therefore an ass, given that it now seems to be accepted that Shakespeare was familiar with 
the mystery plays and was 'the only one of the great Elizabethan and Jacobean playwrights 
to be significantly influenced by the mystery cycles'. 295 This is an elephant in the room, which 
is why I include it here. 

Note also that the dedication to Sir John Salusbury at the front of Love's Martyr uses the 
motto of Thomas Salusbury ('Posse et nolle nobile'), as explained below. In my view, this 
unequivocally links Thomas Salusbury to Love's Martyr. In what way? As the turtle dove; 
that is, love's martyr. 

Of course, there is a wealth of further corroboratory evidence which reinforces this 
argument. I deal with this below. 

The Shakespeare authorship question - Why is there a 
question at all? 

Introduction 

To very many people, perhaps most people, the idea that 'William Shakespeare didn't write 
the works of William Shakespeare' is preposterous; it is probably an idea that has simply 
never occurred to them. And why would it, given the monumental stature of the orthodox 
story at the very heart of our national culture? An idee fixe (fixed idea) if ever there was one. 
To question the orthodox story is to question the very essence of our national character; it is 
to attack, or at least question, that thing which, above almost all others, makes us British. It 
is worse than claiming that fish and chips or warm beer was invented by the French. As for 
the idea that Shakespeare was a Frenchman called 'Jaques Pierre' or an Arab called 'Sheik 
Zubayr bin William', well, the less said the better (but show me evidence and I will consider 
it - unlike Stratfordians). 


295 Wymer, Rowland; Shakespeare and the Mystery Cycles-, Blackwell; 2004; 
https://onlinelibrarv.wilev.eom/doi/pdf/10.llll/i.0013-8312.2004.00044.x . 'Mystery 1 refers 
to the guilds which performed the plays. 
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So why did the Shakespeare authorship question arise at all? In the first place, it is arguable 
that numerous contemporary sources show that 'William Shakespeare', or 'William Shake¬ 
speare', as the name also appears, was known to be a pseudonym at the time. In the second 
place, as people researched the life of William Shaksper of Stratford-upon Avon using the 
scholarly techniques developed in Germany in the nineteenth century (which were also 
applied to the Bible and used to locate ancient Troy from a reading of Homer), it became 
clear that he was a dull, uneducated, unimaginative, narrow-minded, grasping and (let's face 
it) dishonest small-time provincial businessman, grubbing about for money (quite 
successfully), avoiding taxes and suing and being sued by his neighbours over small debts. 
This is a picture which is completely at odds with works of literature which seem clearly to 
be the product of a high-minded, honourable, passionate, loving, generous, perceptive, 
highly-educated, sensitive, sympathetic and humorous mind. Many people found it 
impossible to believe that the works of Shakespeare could have been written by such a man. 

But it wasn't just the character of the man from Stratford that was a problem. It became 
clear that there was pretty much no evidence proving that the man from Stratford was the 
playwright/poet and there was powerful evidence tending to prove that he wasn't. In this 
context, we need to consider the following facts: 

1. that William Shaksper was unable to sign or spell his own name properly; 296 

2. that his parents and his children were illiterate; 

3. that he appears not to have owned a book, or any effects indicating a literary life 
('What, no inkpot?') at the time of his death (his will makes no mention of such 
things); 

4. that his death in 1616 went completely unnoticed by his contemporaries in the 
literary world (in stark contrast to less talented playwrights and poets, including 
Francis Beaumont, for example, who also died in 1616 and was buried in 
Westminster Abbey); 

When the above facts are considered together, the idea that Shaksper wrote the greatest 
works of literature begins to look not just illogical but preposterous. 


296 Furthermore, the antiquary and diarist, John Aubrey (1626-1697), reporting at second or 
third hand in the 1680s, long after Shakespeare's death, wrote of Shakespeare that 7 f invited 
to writ; he was in pain'; that is, made an excuse to avoid doing so (Pointon, A. J.; The Man 
who was never Shakespeare; Kindle edition; 1594). Orthodox scholars take seriously 
Aubrey's assertion that Shakespeare was a schoolmaster in the country in his youth, so they 
cannot, in the same breath, dismiss what Aubrey wrote about Shakespeare's ability to write. 
See https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shakespeare%27s handwriting . 
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Shaksper's signatures 



Shakespeare's known signatures on the right, compared to a sample of other contemporary 
signatures on the left, (a) the Bellott-Mountjoy deposition (11/5/1612), (b) Blackfriar's 
Gatehouse conveyance (10/3/1613), (c) Blackfriar's Gatehouse mortgage (11/3/1613), (d) 
Shaksper's will, page 1 (25/3/1616), (e) Shaksper's will, page 2 (25/3/1616), (f) Shaksper's 
will, page 3 (25/3/1616). The signatures are so badly formed that it is difficult not to 
conclude that the writer did not just have messy handwriting but that he couldn't write; that 
is, he was incapable of properly forming letters or words (being able to write means being 
able to form words and letters in a consistent and legible manner). The signature at the top- 
left is what could be described as messy (although it has a certain elegance); the signature 
on the top-right is not messy, it is an illiterate scrawl. The Wikipedia entry for 'Shakespeare's 
handwriting' 297 says that Shakespeare used the secretary hand, which 'had a beauty in its 
curves as it swept across the page'. Would you say that the hand-writing above has a beauty 
in its curves as it sweeps across the page - or would you say that it looks like the proverbial 
drunken spider which fell into an inkpot? No need to answer that question. These signatures 
have been used to 'prove' that Shakespeare's hand was the Hand D in the play. Sir Thomas 
More, but how can you use these signatures to prove handwriting in another document 
when they are not even consistent amongst themselves? If signature x is different from 
signature y, which signature do you use to prove document z? In short, these signatures do 


297 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shakespeare%27s handwriting; accessed 9/8/2019. 
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not constitute a proper control sample for proving the authorship of anything. All this just 
proves that Stratfordians will deny common sense and the evidence of their own eyes. 

One interesting point about Shaksper's illiteracy is the fact that his surname was recorded as 
Shagspere on the marriage bond but Shaxpere on the marriage licence. What does this tell 
us? Well, the first thing is that these names were clearly not read off a piece of paper or 
even two different pieces of paper. If they were why would they be different? No, what 
happened is clear, assuming Shaksper's personal presence (and given that he is unlikely to 
have sent someone else). On each occasion, Shaksper was asked to give his name by the 
person filling in the relevant document. He replied 'Shaksper'. What is the very next 
question the questioner would have asked? Correct, it would have been 'How do you spell 
that?' The difference between the two names shows quite clearly that Shaksper could not 
answer that question. In other words, he could not spell his own name, let alone write it, so 
the person filling in the relevant document had to spell the name as best he could on the 
basis of how it sounded. Case closed. At the time of his marriage Shaksper could not even 
spell his own name, let alone write it. The later signatures merely confirm his illiteracy. 

It has been asserted that some of the signatures, those on the will for instance, were done 
by lawyers' clerks or such like, as happened in that period. It seems to me that, if this is the 
case, it makes the matter a whole lot worse because it simply shows (or tends to show) that 
Shaksper could not sign his own name, which just reinforces the point I have just made 
above, though the possibility of illness at the time of signing cannot be ruled out. But could 
Shaksper have been ill when he signed all the surviving documents? It's a bit of a stretch to 
advance such an argument I think. 

Stratfordians realize that the moment they accept, say, that there is even the slightest 
possibility that Shaksper could not write, they will have opened the Pandora's box of the 
authorship question. This means that they cannot and will not accept even that there is a 
valid question concerning Shaksper's ability to write. They will look at the illiterate scrawl of 
Shaksper's signatures and say with a straight face: "No, I can't see a problem here. He just 
had messy hand-writing." In essence, this is a giant fraud on the public, which is prevented 
from learning the truth. 

No evidence from Shaksper's lifetime 

On top of the above, I believe that I am right in saying that there is not a single piece of 
evidence from Shaksper's lifetime (1564-1616) which clearly links him to the playwright 
(shows that they are the same person). In this regard, see Shakespeare: The Evidence which 
confirms this. 298 This is because, while there are many references to a William Shakespeare 
(or Shake-speare) as the playwright or poet, not one of these references demonstrably 
refers to the Stratford man. 


298 Barber, Ros; Shakespeare: The Evidence; Leanpub; 2012; 
https://leanpub.com/shakespeare . 
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Sir Jonathan Bate and the 'golden bullet' 


For example, a leading Stratfordian academic. Sir Jonathan Bate, Professor of English 
Literature at Oxford University 299 , cites the evidence of William Camden as 'the golden 
bullet' which proves that Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon was the playwright/poet. 300 This 
evidence is in two parts: 

1. Camden was a Herald (Clarenceux King-of-Arms) and was involved in processing 
Shaksper's application for a coat of arms in 1602, in which there is a reference to 
'Shakespear' as a player (actor) and another to his parents being of Stratford-upon- 
Avon. 

2. In his Remains of a greater worke of 1605, Camden refers to Shakespeare as a poet 
and 'a pregnant wit'. 

What Bate is arguing is that this evidence links the player from Stratford-upon-Avon with 
Shakespeare the poet. Does it? Well, we are back to the same argument as before. Firstly, 
we could ask why 'Shakespear the player' was not also referred to as 'Shakespear the 
playwright' during the application for arms. Because he wasn't a playwright perhaps? 
Secondly, when Camden referred to Shakespeare the poet, how do we know he was 
referring to the man from Stratford-upon-Avon? We don't. It is possible that Camden 
believed that there was one man, Shaksper the player, and another man, Shakespeare the 
poet. This would seem to be the case because in his 1607 edition of Britannia, Camden made 
no mention of Shakespeare the poet in his entry for Stratford-upon-Avon (but elsewhere in 
the work he did note, for instance, that Sir Philip Sydney had a house in Kent). Surely, if 
Stratford-upon-Avon was the home or birthplace of the great poet Shakespeare, Camden 
would have been bound to have mentioned that fact, particularly given that we know that 
he knew of Shakespeare the poet from item 2 above and clearly held him in high esteem 
(comparing him to the poets of classical antiquity). Camden's failure to associate 
Shakespeare the poet with Stratford-upon-Avon in Britannia strongly suggests that he did 
not think that the poet was from that town. So, is Sir Jonathan Bate's 'golden bullet' actually 
a 'golden bullet '? No, clearly not. In fact, what the evidence tends to show is that Camden 
believed: 

1. That there was a player called Shaksper who came from Stratford-upon-Avon. 

2. That there was a poet called Shakespeare (this belief is not demonstrably connected 
to item 1, except to the extent that they were beliefs held by the same person - but 
one person can have many unrelated beliefs). 

3. That Shakespeare the poet had no connection with Stratford-upon-Avon. 


299 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jonathan Bate . 

300 The Shakespeare Authorship Question ; https://youtu.be/JXUgOcbEzaE at 9 mins 30 secs; 
accessed 7/8/2019. 


377 





This neatly illustrates the problem that the Stratfordians face and explains why they are so 
desperate to avoid debate. If the best evidence put forward by the leading Stratfordian 
academic, his 'golden bullet', is so shaky, what does that say about the rest of their 
evidence? 

Evidence after Shaksper's death 

Even after Shaksper's death in 1616, the only direct, or nearly direct, evidence is in the First 
Folio, published some seven years later in 1623, and is contained in: 

1. Ben Jonson's reference to 'Shakespeare 1 (but not 'Shaksper') as 'the author' of the 
plays contained in the First Folio, combined with his reference to Shakespeare as 
'sweet Swan of Avon’ (To the Memory of my beloved. The AUTHOR Mr. William 
Shakespeare and what he hath left us). 

2. The reference by Fleminges and Condell to their long-time fellow actor, Shaksper, as 
their friend' and, in the same sentence, a reference to 'his playes' (Epistle 
Dedicatory). 

3. Leonard Digges' reference to the 'Stratford moniment' (To the Memorie of the 
deceased Author Maister W. Shakespeare). 

The Ben Jonson reference is problematic because, like other references to 'Shakespeare', it 
does not necessarily refer to the man from Stratford at all, given the ambiguity of the word 
'Avon', which can also refer to Hampton Court. Also, Ben Jonson refers to Shakespeare as 
'my beloved' but he did not mark Shaksper's death in 1616 in any way. No memorial, no 
laudatory poem - nothing. If Ben Jonson really loved Shakespeare as he claimed then the 
only possible explanation for his failure to lament Shakespeare's death in 1616 is that 
Shakespeare (as opposed to Shaksper) didn't die in 1616; either that or Ben Jonson was on 
an unrecorded space mission to Mars or something. 

The Heminges and Condell reference is much clearer. We know that they were friends of 
Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon, because they were mentioned in Shaksper's will, and the 
'his' in 'his playes' can only refer to that person. 

As I see it, there are three possibilities: 

1. Heminges and Condell believed that Shaksper was the author of the plays. 

2. Heminges and Condell were part of a deception to fool posterity into believing that 
Shaksper was the author of the plays. 

3. Heminges and Condell did not compose the prefatory material and it was written by 
Ben Jonson without their knowledge or consent. 

With regard to the first option, it has not been established that Heminges and Condell ever 
saw Shaksper actually in the act of putting pen to paper. They might have seen him deliver 
finished plays to the acting company but this, on its own, does not establish authorship. 
Similarly, any assertion by Shaksper that he was the author is not proof of authorship; at 
least, sufficient proof. If they did not see Shaksper in the act of putting pen to paper then 
their assertion of authorship is comparable to a witness saying 7 didn't actually see the 
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accused shoot the victim, but I did see him near the crime scene with a gun.' Of course, this 
statement is consistent with someone else shooting the victim and then passing the murder 
weapon to a person who is later seen with that weapon. Heminges and Condell also said that 
Shakespeare 'never blotted a line' (Jonson, Ben; 'Timber, or Discoveries Made Upon Men and 
Matter'-, 1641), which must mean that he only ever delivered finished (as opposed to draft 
or working) manuscripts. 

With regard to the second option, it is undeniable that some person or group of people 
(rightly or wrongly) wanted posterity to believe that Shaksper was the author of the plays. Is 
there any evidence that there was a deliberate deception with this purpose? Well, yes. The 
conduct of Heminges and Condell (and Jonson) at the time of Shaksper's death is 
inconsistent with an assertion that they believed Shaksper to be the author of the plays and 
thus the greatest playwright of the age, if not of all time. In a court of law their evidence 
would be shredded by opposing Counsel. 

Opposing Counsel: "So you believe that the deceased, your friend' Shaskper, wrote the plays 
in the First Folio because you saw him deliver finished manuscripts for some of them to your 
acting company?" 

Heminges and Condell: "Yes." 

Opposing Counsel: "But you never saw him put pen to paper; that is, you never saw him 
actually in the act of writing any of the plays - or anything in fact?" 

Heminges and Condell: "No, we didn't." 

Opposing Counsel: "I see. And you also believe he wrote the plays because he told you that 
he wrote the plays?"' 

Heminges and Condell: "Yes." 

Opposing Counsel: "And you believed him?" 

Heminges and Condell: "Yes." 

Opposing Counsel: "So you have no direct evidence that Shaksper wrote the plays other than 
his assertion that he did and the fact that he delivered finished manuscripts to your acting 
company?" 

Heminges and Condell: "Yes, we guess so." 

Opposing Counsel: "I see. You say that you were close and long-standing friends of the 
deceased?" 

Heminges and Condell: "Yes." 

Opposing Counsel: "And in his will he left money to both of you to buy memorial rings." 
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Heminges and Condell: "Yes." 


Opposing Counsel: "And yet you did not note or mark his passing in any way at the time, this 
close and long-standing friend of yours? For instance, you wrote no eulogies, made no effort 
to ensure that he was buried in Westminster Abbey, as happened with other lesser 
playwrights, this 'soul of the age'?" 

Heminges and Condell: "No, we didn't." 

Opposing Counsel: "Do you see the problem? You are asking the court to accept that 
Shaksper wrote these immortal and unsurpassed works of literature, was the greatest 
playwright of the age, possibly of all time, and yet your own actions at the time of his death 
show clearly that you did not consider him to be exceptional in any way. And you ask the 
court to accept that you were his close friends in spite of the fact that you did not lament or 
note his passing, at least publicly, which would be normal for an eminent poet or playwright. 
The evidence of your actions, or rather inaction, at the time of his death contradicts the 
evidence of your words. Can you explain this contradiction?" 

Heminges and Condell: [Silence] 

Opposing Counsel: "No further questions, M'Lud." 

With regard to the third option, it has been argued that Heminges and Condell did not write 
the 'Epistle Dedicatory' and that it was actually written by Ben Jonson. Gibson, an orthodox 
scholar, wrote, in his 1962 book. The Shakespeare Claimants, that Jonson writing the 
prefatory material under the names of Heminges and Condell 'does not conform to an ideal 
ethical standard, but it is a trick that has long been common in the publishing trade'. So, even 
Stratfordian scholars have accepted that Heminges and Condell did not write the prefatory 
material attributed to them. 

With regard to Leonard Digges' reference to the 'Stratford moniment', there is no direct 
evidence that Digge's even knew Shaksper, although there is circumstantial evidence which 
indicates that he might have known him, and his involvement in the First Folio might have 
resulted from his connection to the publisher of the First Folio, Edward Blount. In short, if 
Digges did not know Shaksper personally, then his knowledge of him was obtained by 
hearsay (what other people told him), and on the basis of that hearsay he believed that the 
monument to Shaksper was a monument to the playwright. It's not no evidence, but, on its 
own, it does not get us very far and such evidence (hearsay evidence) would not normally be 
accepted in a court of law. 

So what Stratfordians claim is reliable direct evidence from Shakespeare's friends turns out 
to be neither reliable nor direct (nor do they seem to have been very good friends); at least, 
it is certainly problematic and not inconsistent with the alternative explanation that 
Shaksper was not the author of the plays. So, they must fall back on circumstantial evidence 
like everyone else. 
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The Stratford monument 



Shakespeare's funerary monument in Holy Trinity, Stratford-upon-Avon. 301 

What about the Stratford monument itself? Well, it is clearly a monument to the man from 
Stratford-upon-Avon, or, at least, that is what one would naturally assume (even this has 
been questioned and some argue that it was originally a monument to his father, John 
Shaksper). The monument also seems to refer to Shaksper as a Virgil; that is, a great poet. 
More on this below. 

I think anyone would concede that the monument would naturally be associated with 
Shaksper. But whether the monument is consistent with the theory that Shaksper was 'the 
real Shakespeare' is not the right question to ask; the real question is whether the 


301 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shakespeare%27s funerary monument . 
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monument is inconsistent with the theory that Shaksper was not 'the real Shakespeare'; that 
is, that persons unknown wanted to portray Shaksper as the playwright when he was not so. 

If the overwhelming weight of the other evidence points towards Shaksper not being the 
playwright, and a reasonable interpretation of the Stratford monument is not inconsistent 
with that explanation, can we reasonably assert that the probability that the monument was 
intended to refer to Shaksper as the playwright outweighs all the evidence leading us to the 
opposite conclusion? In my view, the evidence leading us to the opposite conclusion (like his 
handwriting and the lack of notice of his death) is so strong that the Stratford monument 
does not outweigh it, given the ambiguities associated with the monument outlined above. 

Stratfordians would argue that a monument referring to a man as a poet is consistent with 
him being a poet. Quite true, but while acknowledging that the obvious and reasonable 
conclusion is that when a monument says that a man was a poet, he was a poet, is not a 
monument referring to a man as a poet consistent with him not being a poet but people 
wishing him to be identified as a poet? Well, yes, it could be. So, the monument is not 
necessarily inconsistent with opposing theories (that Shaksper was a poet and that he wasn't 
a poet). This means that the monument doesn't necessarily take us any closer to a 
conclusion; it could support either contention. What this means is that we have evidence 
(the monument) which could support opposing views, but, against this, we have powerful 
evidence which supports only one view; that Shaksper did not write the plays because inter 
alia he couldn't write and his death passed completely unnoticed in literary circles. Just look 
at his hand-writing and your natural reaction is: 'Are you kidding me? The guy couldn't even 
sign his own name.' All attempts by the Stratfordians to explain away this huge stumbling 
block (such as that he was ill at the time of signing - every time) are unconvincing. 

One could argue that having an inscription which falsely identifies Shaksper as 'a Virgil' 
would have been inconceivable given that Shaksper's family would have seen the monument 
regularly. But the inscription is in Latin and, apart from Dr. John Hall (Shaksper's son-in-law), 
Shaksper's family were illiterate and knew no Latin. You could have written in Latin on the 
monument that Shaksper was the Pope and they wouldn't have noticed. Dr. John Hall might 
have just thought it better to keep quiet about the whole business and, significantly, even 
though he wrote notes about various people he knew, he never wrote a word about his 
supposedly eminent father-in-law . Odd that. 

In any event, monumental inscriptions often indulge in exaggerated praise and, with this in 
view, the inscription 'A Pylian in judgment, a Socrates in genius, a Maro in art' could 
conceivably be applied to an actor as well as a playwright. After all, saying that someone was 
'a Socrates in genius' merely praises their genius; it doesn't necessarily imply that the person 
was a philosopher comparable to Socrates as a philosopher, so, why should saying that he 
was a Virgil in his art imply that he was a poet comparable to Virgil as a poet? It could be 
taken to means 'as great an artist as Virgil', which, if you think about it, is exactly what it 
does say. Similarly, saying that someone is 'a Pylian in judgment' merely refers to a person's 
wisdom in judgment; it says nothing about the subject matter of any judgment. I could say 
that a certain javelin thrower is as great an athlete as a great sprinter, but that does not 
imply that the javelin thrower is a sprinter. The two are just great athletes of comparable 
stature as athletes. One has to be careful not to read too much into the evidence. 
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Furthermore, the original bust did not depict a writer of any sort (he was not originally 
depicted holding either pen or paper). But if you wish to portray a person as a great writer, 
should not his bust depict him as such in some way (by depicting him holding a pen and 
paper for instance)? One can see a guide saying: "And here, ladies and gentleman, we have a 
bust of the greatest poet of the age." To which a half-aware visitor might respond: "So why 
does his bust make him look like a self-satisfied butcher selling a pound of sausages?" The 
bust is similar to the Droeshout engraving in the First Folio to the extent that it shows a sort 
of rotund and rubicund good-natured balding middle-aged man with a moustache, but it is 
quite possible that it is not an accurate representation of Shaksper beyond that. I mean, as 
long as it was vaguely like the original, once the bust had been delivered it would have been 
difficult to complain and, again, it would have been preferable to depict the man more 
positively than the tired old codger he probably was in his final days. We know that the 
Droeshout engraving is a very poor quality engraving, even if it looks sort of like the person it 
was meant to represent, and that was accepted for use in the First Folio in spite of that. 

The conclusion must be that the monument itself does not specifically identify Shaksper as a 
playwright/poet and it is not necessarily an accurate representation of the man; the 
monument could be to an actor (as opposed to a playwright/poet) who only looked like the 
bust in the most general terms and who excelled in his art as an actor. 

So even the most important evidence in favour of William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon, 
the evidence in the First Folio of 1623 and the Stratford monument, is posthumous (not 
contemporary) and highly problematic, and, given this, can we say that it is strong enough to 
outweigh all the negative evidence referred to above? It is not unreasonable to conclude 
that it isn't. 

Edward Ravenscroft 

Note also that the playwright, Edward Ravenscroft (c.1654-1707), 'of an ancient Flintshire 
family' (per Wikipedia 302 ), revised Titus Andronicus in 1686. 303 In an address to the reader, 
he wrote: 7 have been told by some anciently conversant with the Stage, that it was not 
Originally his [Shakespeare's], but brought by a private Author to be Acted...'. This indicates 
that, certainly with respect to this play, and possibly with respect to others, Shaksper was no 
more than an agent, playbroker or similar. 

Interestingly, Elizabeth Ravenscroft of this Flintshire family, daughter of Thomas Ravenscroft 
of Bretton 304 (see DWB under 'Ravenscroft' 305 ), married John Salusbury of Bachecraig (d. 
1685), son of Roger Salusbury of Bachecraig, brother of the John Salusbury of Lleweni who 


302 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Edward Ravenscroft . 

303 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Authorship of Titus Andronicus . 

304 Map ref: 53.166730, -2.949957. 

305 http://yba.llgc.org.uk/en/s-RAVE-PEN-1350.html . 
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was the first husband of Katheryn of Berain. In other words, it is possible that Edward 
Ravenscroft's source of the information about Shakespeare was the Salusbury family, 
because the husband of Elizabeth Ravenscroft, John Salusbury of Bachecraig (d. 1685), was a 
first cousin once removed of Sir Henry Salusbury (1589-1632) (son of the Sir John Salusbury 
of Lleweni to whom Shakespeare dedicated The Phoenix and the Turtle), who was a friend of 
John Heminges and Henry Condell, two of Shaksper's closest friends (it is said) and co¬ 
producers of the First Folio of 1623. So, Edward Ravenscroft's source might have been very 
authoritative indeed. 

Stratfordian motives 

But if the 'case against Shakespeare' is so strong, why has the literary establishment refused, 
on the whole, to seriously consider that case? The short answer, in my view, is 'politics'. 

Few people would deny that the teaching profession/educational establishment in the 
United States and the United Kingdom, and the West generally, has moved significantly to 
the left in recent decades. The aim of the left in its long march through educational 
institutions seems to be to 'catch them young', because you don't have to persuade adults 
you have already indoctrinated when they were children (persuading adults with logical 
arguments and facts is such a bore and they might realize they are being lied to). This has 
resulted in a general down-playing (if not denigration) of national pride, family values, 
religion in general (and Christianity in particular) and almost any form of exceptionalism 
(even winning at sports is frowned upon by some - "Poor little Johnny will be so upset if he 
loses."). This is why you see denigration of the British Empire, for instance (such things as 
being the first nation to outlaw slavery are overlooked for some reason), as well as the 
promotion of homosexuality, abortion, immigration and miscegenation, all of which tend to 
break down existing familial and societal structures, and so are supported by the left. One 
form of exceptionalism that the left-leaning educational establishment takes exception to is 
the aristocracy, but if you seek to exclude some person or group in some way, even the 
aristocracy, does that not make you a supporter of exceptionalism yourself? Sometimes, the 
aristocratic nature of a thing cannot be denied (the British Army for instance, the most 
successful army in world history, was highly aristocratic - and it still is to a large extent), 306 


306 Even today, soldiers love their officers to be aristocrats. I have personally seen the 
toughest Royal Marine Commandos (equivalent to the American 'Green Berets') moaning 
about how a certain group of young officers were 'bloody truck-drivers' (the epithet was less 
printable than that), until it was explained that some of the officers had very posh 
backgrounds indeed. That made them happy. I am only half-joking when I say that soldiers 
expect their officers to be prats ('dumbass' in American), so it is better to have an 
aristocratic prat than a common-as-muck one (they are funnier and you can wind them up 
more). Anyway, the Sergeant/Sergeant-Major (platoon, company, regimental) will stop the 
officer doing anything too stupid, and, more importantly, the men know that an officer will 
never ask his men to do anything he would not do himself and, if it comes to the crunch, he 
will personally lead them into the Mouth of Hell ("OK chaps, follow me. And Smith, do your 
bloody top button up."). Compare and contrast with politicians. 
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but where it can be denied, it seems that every effort is put into doing so. This includes the 
theory that Shakespeare was an aristocrat. In short, the left-wing educational establishment 
have a hold on the dreary, uneducated and provincial Shaksper and they have no intention 
of letting him go. The 'ordinariness' of Shakespeare has become a political banner to left¬ 
leaning academia and they will bear that banner through fire and ice (though it does not say 
'Excelsior') until overwhelmed by facts and logic; in fact, until long after they have been 
overwhelmed by facts and logic. The orthodox Stratfordian view is therefore more akin to a 
religious dogma than a scholarly viewpoint because it cannot be challenged. It must be 
believed in and worshipped and those who challenge that dogma are heretics who must be 
excommunicated in an academic sense - cut off, denied a voice, shamed, branded and 
treated as pariahs. And these are people who claim to be open-minded. 

The fact that many Stratfordians are politically motivated leftists is proved by the fact that 
there is no outcry when (inevitably) some of their number compare anti-Stratfordians to 
Holocaust deniers, which is pretty much the same as calling them Nazis; a label which the 
left attaches to almost anyone who disagrees with them (along with 'racist', 'homophobe' 
and 'Islamophobe' - lefties are pretty free with the labels they throw around). Note the 
assumption that anyone who disagrees with the left has a phobia, an irrational fear; that is, 
is mentally ill. People who bandy the term 'Holocaust denier' include Sir Jonathan Bate, one 
of the most eminent Stratfordians. 307 

But, of course, it is quite right to compare anti-Stratfordians to Holocaust deniers in the 
sense that the Holocaust and the Stratfordian viewpoint are held to be truths which cannot 
be questioned. In fact, I think I am right in saying that the Holocaust, the Darwinian theory of 
evolution and the Stratfordian viewpoint are the only non-religious dogmas that cannot be 
questioned - outside of outright tyrannies of course. In the same way that supporters of the 
Darwinian theory of evolution will not even admit the possibility of an 'intelligent designer', 
and thereby exclude one possible solution without investigating it, or proving any alternative 
solution, Stratfordians will not even admit to the possibility that Shaksper of Stratford-upon- 
Avon was not the playwright/poet William Shakespeare. 

Further, and more importantly, Stratfordians argue that the authorship question is irrelevant 
because the works stand on their own, universal and eternal and independent of whoever 
wrote them. Whoever wrote them was a genius, so it doesn't matter if the author was 
uneducated, grasping, boorish or whatever; even a thief or a murderer (though, oddly, some 
Stratfordians argue that the Earl of Oxford cannot have been the 'real Shakespeare' because 
he was, they say, such an unpleasant character). But if the works are independent of the 
man, then it doesn't matter who wrote them, so why do they refuse to consider anyone 
other than Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon? Logically, they shouldn't care who wrote the 
works of Shakespeare. If there is evidence indicating that Shaksper was not the author, why 
not acknowledge that evidence? If the evidence points to someone else, why not follow that 
evidence? Why the desperate rear-guard action in defence of Shaksper? We know the 


307 https://shakespeareoxfordfellowship.org/post-truth-world-sir-ionathan-bate/; accessed 
7/8/2019. 
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answer already. Stratfordian loyalty to Shaksper derives from their left-leaning political 
viewpoint, not a scholarly assessment of the evidence. 

Stratfordians are deadly serious and they will try to destroy you professionally if you take 
them on. See the vicious, unscholarly and frankly deranged article by Oliver Kamm, 
Conspiracism at the Atlantic (Quillette, 16/5/2019), for an example, where he manages to 
compare anti-Stratfordians to climate change deniers, flying saucer nutcases, 9/11 
conspiracists. Holocaust deniers, Nazi apologists, Atlantis loonies, Einstein refuters ('That 
Einstein guy knew nuffink!’) and creationists (he missed out Flat Earthers). 308 Unfortunately, 
some anti-Stratfordians are beginning to show the same attitude. Question their candidate 
and you are out. Perhaps one should not be surprised at such conduct. After all, academia is 
notoriously 'I'll scratch-your-eyes-out' bitchy. Academics will rubbish an idea of a 
contemporary simply because they didn't have the idea first. 

It is regrettable that politics should be allowed to impinge on a literary, historical, 
genealogical issue like this, but it was the left who politicized it, no-one else. It would be 
irresponsible not to draw your attention to the politicization of the Shakespeare authorship 
debate. Now you understand why people adopt an attitude of lofty dismissal. Politics trumps 
rational debate. 

One of the tragedies resulting from all this is that the works are separated from the man, 
because there is nothing in the life of Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon which could possibly 
inspire anyone to write anything remotely uplifting or profound or sympathetic to the 
eternal issues of the human condition - love, marriage, death, ambition, greed, jealousy, 
hate, rejection, betrayal and so on. All that Shaksper could inspire is some dreary play about 
suicide like Arthur Miller's Death of a Salesman (which is good in its own way, of course). 

This is why Stratfordians spend their lives tying themselves in ever-tighter 
literary/intellectual knots rather like Herman Hesse's The Glass Bead Game; it is because 
they can only consider the works as works of literature rather than looking at them as 
creations of a tortured genius in the social, religious, dynastic and historical context of the 
author's life. It is unutterably sad that perhaps the most exciting discoveries about the man 
behind the greatest works of literature are denied to them, or, rather, that they should deny 
themselves such discoveries. There are none so blind as those who will not see. 


308 For example, Kamm writes 'The purported Shakespeare authorship question, by contrast, 
is more like the issue of climate change: there are a tiny number of fringe figures in academia 
ranged against the overwhelming scholarly consensus, and it's irresponsible for any 
journalist to depict it otherwise.' I guess this excludes the 500 prominent climate scientists 
who wrote to the UN in September 2019 to say that 'the general-circulation models of 
climate on which international policy is at present founded are unfit for their purpose.' That 
is, the current climate change consensus (so-called) is a pile of garbage 
( https://clintel.nl/prominent-scientists-warn-un-secretary-general-guterres/ ). But the 
orthodox view of Shakespeare is exactly like the orthodox view of climate change in that it 
too is a pile of garbage, so I guess Kamm got one thing right (unintentionally). 
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The search for a likely candidate 


However, following the discovery of the rather grubby dullness of Shaksper's life, as well as 
his illiteracy, some people began to look around for someone who 'fitted the bill'. Such a 
person, it appeared to them, needed to be educated, cultured, knowledgeable in the 
subjects which are covered in the plays (such as the law and falconry), proficient in several 
languages (including French, Italian, Latin and Greek), familiar with court life and well- 
travelled. He was probably a nobleman or courtier or, at the very least, a well-educated 
(university educated) person with contacts at court. On top of that, people looked for a 
person whose life experience, concerns and interests were reflected in the plays, sonnets 
and so on, which is a logical approach. Some people went further and concluded that 
Shakespeare's obvious obsession with usurpation of royal rights, illegitimacy, hidden royal 
heirs, mistaken identity and so on, meant that he must have been a bastard prince of the 
House of Tudor, related to such a person or something along those lines. An obsession only 
arises out of person's background, character or experience (or possibly a mental illness), so it 
is logical to conclude that Shakespeare's obsession did not arise from a mere professional, 
theoretical or literary interest. Other playwrights wrote plays about royal matters but not to 
the extent of amounting to an obsession. 

If it looks like a duck, walks like a duck and quacks like a duck... 

In short, if it looks like a royal duck, walks like a royal duck and quacks like a royal duck, then 
call it "Your Royal Shakespearean Duckness". In other words, if a person is clearly obsessed 
with a certain type of injustice, it is more than probable that he has suffered that type of 
injustice himself. At the very least, it is a possible explanation which ought to be considered - 
or rather, not excluded without consideration. 



Left - A Shakespearean duck, probably royal. Right - A Welsh dragon duck. Conclusive proof 
or what? This proves that Shakespeare was Welsh. 

Candidates for the 'real Shakespeare' 

There are dozens of candidates for 'the real William Shakespeare' and dozens, if not 
hundreds, of books have been written about them. It would take a lifetime to read them all 
and very many pages to even summarize the evidence for and against just the main 
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candidates. All I intend to do here is to give a very brief overview for those who are not 
familiar with the issue. Those who are familiar with the issue may well already have their 
own preferred candidate, who is not going to be Thomas Salusbury. 

The main candidates are: 

1. Sir Francis Bacon, 1 st Viscount St. Albans (1561-1626). 

2. Edward de Vere, Earl of Oxford (1550-1604). 

3. Christopher Marlowe (1564-1593). 

4. William Stanley, 6 th Earl of Derby (1561-1642). 

Sir Francis Bacon, 1 st Viscount St. Albans 

Sir Francis Bacon, 1 st Viscount St. Albans, was the early favourite in the 19 th century, largely 
on the basis of research carried out by one Delia Bacon (no relationship claimed), who, as 
Stratfordians like to point out, ended up in a lunatic asylum. Sir Francis Bacon was a 
statesman and a philosopher, cultured, highly-educated, trained in the law and well- 
travelled. Some Baconians claim to have found codes in Shakespeare's works identifying 
Bacon as the author, some of which, it is claimed, identify Bacon as an illegitimate son of 
Queen Elizabeth. Thus, according to this theory. Bacon was a Tudor prince and his works 
were the product of his tragic life story as an unrecognized prince; a man destined to live in 
the shadows in terms of his royal blood. This has certain parallels to Thomas Salusbury, of 
course, who was an actual descendant of King Flenry VII, according to the authoritative 
Dictionary of Welsh Biography (under 'Katheryn of Be rain'). My view is that Bacon is a 
credible candidate as an aristocrat of great erudition and learning but I don't think the 
evidence uncovered so far allows us to go much beyond that. I would mark him down as a 
possible requiring further evidence. But, fundamentally, I see little evidence of romance, 
passion or humour in his life. Could this man really have written Romeo and Juliet, King Lear 
and The Comedy of Errors'? There's something not there in my view - a hole where a great 
heart should be. I may be wrong (You'll never hear a Stratfordian say that). Bacon was 
publicly disgraced at the height of his career for accepting bribes as a judge. Fie was the first 
Queen's Counsel (QC) and the legal profession has only gone downhill from there. It started 
low and got lower. 

Edward de Vere, 17 th Earl of Oxford 

The 'current favourite' is Edward de Vere, 17 th Earl of Oxford. His identification is based 
largely on the work of one Thomas Looney (an unfortunate name which Stratfordians have a 
good laugh about). Looney (pronounced 'Loney' I am told) based his search for the 'real 
Shakespeare' on certain characteristics which he thought were applicable. These were 
("Shakespeare" identified; p. 92, 103): 

Page 92: 

1. A matured [sic] man of recognized genius. 

2. Apparently eccentric and mysterious. 

3. Of intense sensibility - a man apart. 

4. Unconventional. 
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5. Not adequately appreciated. 

6. Of pronounced and known literary tastes. 

7. An enthusiast in the world of drama. 

8. A lyric poet of recognized talent. 

9. Of superior education - classical - the habitual associate of educated people. 

Page 103: 

1. A man with Feudal connections. 

2. A member of the higher aristocracy. 

3. Connected with Lancastrian supporters. 

4. An enthusiast for Italy. 

5. A follower of sport (including falconry). 

6. A lover of music. 

7. Loose and improvident in money matters. 

8. Doubtful and somewhat conflicting in his attitude to woman. 

9. Of probable Catholic leanings, but touched with scepticism. 

I am not sure I agree with all of these required characteristics. For instance, why would a 
hidden playwright/poet be a man of recognized genius? Obviously, he can't be a recognized 
mental deficient, but surely, the whole point is that he is a hidden genius? And why 
mysterious? A hidden author might appear to be quite normal. In fact, if he is successful in 
hiding his true self, he will appear to be normal (like a good spy - spies who look mysterious 
tend to end up in front of a firing squad quite quickly). If he goes about being mysterious, 
people will say "He's a bit mysterious. Perhaps he is not quite what he seems. Perhaps he is a 
spy - or a secret poet." This is likely to be the beginning of the end. The success with which 
the true author concealed his identity indicates that he did not cause suspicion by being 
mysterious, at least in the sense of giving an impression that he might not be what he 
seemed to be or was hiding something. So I have a problem with items 1, 2, 5 and 8 in the 
first list at a minimum, but I tend to agree with items 1 to 9 in the second list, in the sense 
that they are not obviously illogical. 

Also, I don't think it is enough to be a member of the higher aristocracy, given the author's 
obvious obsession with royal rights. I think the author has to be of royal blood; in short, a 
half-blood prince of the House of Tudor ('half-blood' as a child of the King but not the 
Queen, or vice versa if the monarch is a queen). Looney says ("Shakespeare" identified; p. 
95): 'We feel entitled, therefore, to claim for Shakespeare high social rank, and even a close 
proximity to royalty itself' Of course, 'close proximity to royalty' arguably includes people 
near to the throne in blood, such as a bastard prince, so Looney gets very close to accepting 
that Shakespeare had to be such a person. It seems to me that he shied away from taking 
that logical step, probably because he knew that it would reduce the field of possible 
candidates to a tiny number (and exclude the Earl of Oxford - but see below). After all, how 
many descendants of King Henry VII, legitimate or illegitimate, were there at that time? 

Some Oxfordians, but not Looney, think along the same lines and this gave rise to the so- 
called 'Prince Tudor' or 'Tudor Rose' theory. The theory has two parts. 'Prince Tudor I' 
postulates that the Earl of Oxford and Queen Elizabeth had an illegitimate child, who was 
Henry Wriothesley, 3 rd Earl of Southampton. 'Prince Tudor II' postulates that, in addition, the 
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Earl of Oxford was the illegitimate son of Queen Elizabeth and Thomas Seymour, and thus 
the father of his own half-brother. There were rumours at the time that Queen Elizabeth had 
various children by the Earl of Leicester, but the theories remain speculation and most 
Oxfordians reject both elements of the theory, as do all Stratfordians I think. 

As with Bacon, Oxford was a highly-educated and well-travelled aristocrat and so a plausible 
candidate in general terms. In addition, he was a poet and, it seems, a playwright and closely 
involved in the theatrical world as a patron. In addition, Oxfordians argue that there are 
many parallels between Shakespeare's works (particularly 'Hamlet') and incidents or periods 
in Oxford's life. 

Against this are, briefly, (1) the fact that Oxford's poetry, while technically proficient and 
highly-praised at the time, falls very far short of Shakespeare at his best, although 
Oxfordians say that it is not fair to compare Oxford's earlier work to Shakespeare's mature 
work, which is a fair point, and (2) the fact that Oxford died in 1604 (Oxfordians claim either 
that he did not die then or that he left works which were finished by others or, with some 
justification it must be said, that works published after 1604 were, in fact, written before 
then). 

My view is that Oxford is a credible candidate in general terms and that there are what 
appear to be a remarkable number of parallels between Oxford's life and Shakespeare's 
works. The coincidental evidence is quite persuasive in my view. But Oxford was known to 
be a poet and playwright at the time, so why would he not want to be acknowledged as the 
author of the greatest works of literature in the English language (except where such works 
were politically dangerous and might be regarded as subversive)? Oxfordians point to the 
shame which would have attached to an aristocrat writing plays for the public stage, the so- 
called 'stigma of print', but I think there is more to it than that. I don't think that 
Shakespeare remained anonymous because of the stigma of print, but because it was a 
matter of life and death; that is, that Shakespeare would have been executed if his true 
identity had been revealed. This points to some serious crime against the state, such as 
treason, or something that made him a serious threat to the state, such as having a potential 
claim to the throne. In my view, we are looking for (1) a man of royal blood who had been 
engaged in treason, such as a plot to assassinate Queen Elizabeth, or planning a rebellion, 
and (2) who had an arguable claim to the throne, perhaps a claim that was arguably better 
than that of Queen Elizabeth herself. Bear in mind also that Oxford did not seem to be 
concerned about killing a man and leaving his pregnant widow destitute (it was claimed that 
the unarmed victim deliberately committed suicide by running onto Oxford's sword, which, 
presumably, Oxford was pointing at him out of concern for his safety - or something) or 
getting involved in street brawls or adultery (with Anne Vavasour), so it is hard to swallow 
the idea that he was afraid of being known as a playwright ('Oh, Heavens! The shame of 
being known as the author of Romeo and Juliet! Excuse me while I impregnate a milkmaid or 
two.'). 

Further, if Oxford was Shakespeare, where did he acquire his knowledge of Wales and why 
did he dedicate his most beautiful poem. The Phoenix and the Turtle, to a mere knight. Sir 
John Salusbury? Such issues cannot be ignored. Put it this way, if we accept that 
Shakespeare wrote The Phoenix and the Turtle and it becomes clear that Oxford did not 
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write that poem, then Oxford was not Shakespeare, regardless of the number of apparent 
parallels between his life and the works of Shakespeare. In addition to this, there is, in my 
view, something cold, distant and selfish, cruel even, about Oxford which means that he is 
lacking in that understanding of and sympathy for the human condition which is, again in my 
view, so evident in Shakespeare. But this is just a personal impression. I may be wrong. 

As with Bacon, some Oxfordians claim to have found hidden codes in Shakespeare's works 
identifying Oxford as the author. While I do not think such claims should be dismissed out of 
hand, it is impossible to treat them as conclusive given that it seems to be possible to find 
secret codes to support any candidate. In my view, a purported code might point us towards 
a candidate, but only further evidence can advance that candidate's case. 

Christopher Marlowe 

The candidature of Christopher Marlowe seems to have been prompted by claimed stylistic 
similarities between the works of Marlow and Shakespeare, together with the fact that 
Marlowe first appears during Shakespeare's 'lost years' and that Shakespeare 'reappears' 
shortly after Marlowe's death in 1593. Added to this is the belief that Marlowe was a 
government spy and that his death in 1593 was staged by powerful people (Queen Elizabeth, 
Burghley, Walsingham) to allow him to escape an almost certain death penalty for heresy. 
But if they were that powerful, why didn't they just allow him to be charged with heresy and 
arrange for him to be found not guilty? Why run the risk of holding an inquest, which 
involved a jury, at all? Finally, there is, of course, the purported discovery of secret codes in 
Shakespeare's works revealing Marlowe as the author. My view is that Marlowe and 
Shakespeare were closer in terms of ability than anyone else at the time, so it is conceivable, 
on that basis, that Marlowe could have written the works of Shakespeare or vice versa. 
Marlowe is a far better candidate than anyone else in this respect. So, to me the theory is a 
plausible one; it is just that there is not enough evidence to carry us over the line. Perhaps 
such evidence will emerge one day. Bottrill's view was that Thomas Salusbury murdered 
Marlowe because he (Marlowe) was a government spy who knew him (Salusbury) before he 
fled abroad and could therefore unmask him. Stratfordians simply dismiss the idea that 
Marlowe was not executed in 1593. 

William Stanley, 6 th Earl of Derby 

William Stanley, 6 th Earl of Derby, is another credible candidate in general terms as a well- 
educated, well-travelled aristocrat who was a patron of the theatre. He was also of the 
blood royal as a descendant of King Henry VII via Henry's daughter, Mary. Indeed, the 
Stanley family were potential heirs to the throne. But I don't see any obsession with usurped 
royal rights here; the Stanleys were legitimate heirs to the throne and known to be such. As 
a claimant to the throne, the 5 th Earl had been approached to lead a Roman Catholic plot 
against Queen Elizabeth (the Hesketh Plot of 1593) and had promptly betrayed the plot to 
the authorities. So, the Stanleys were loyal servants of the Crown, at least by the time of the 
6 th Earl, which does not sit well with Shakespeare's plays about usurped royal rights. Also 
relevant, perhaps, is the fact that, in 1599 the Jesuit spy, George Fenner, reported that 
Derby was 'busied only in penning comedies for the common players.' Derbyites argue that 
Love's Labour's Lost is based on events which occurred when Derby was visiting the court of 
Navarre, and that A Midsummer Night's Dream was written to celebrate Derby's own 
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wedding, where, they assert, it was first performed. Clearly then, Derby is a credible 
candidate in general terms, he appears to have written plays and, arguably, his life is 
reflected in some of Shakespeare's works as described. But, again, the evidence does not, in 
my view, take us over the line. 

Conclusion on the main candidates 

So, Bacon was a corrupt judge (a man can lead a blameless public life, but if he beats his wife 
in private, his public persona is clearly just a facade), Oxford was a callous killer (his attitude 
to the pregnant widow of his victim was callous, regardless of whether he murdered him or 
killed him accidentally), an adulterer and street brawler and Marlowe was a man who, as a 
government spy, would happily send people to their deaths for money. I do not see the 
great heart needed to pen the works of Shakespeare in such people. I know nothing negative 
of Derby, but he tended to avoid politics and so is an unlikely author of plays like 'Richard II'. 

Further information 

More information about the Shakespeare Authorship Question can be found on 
Wikipedia. 309 

Stratfordians 

Introduction 

As stated, 'Stratfordian 1 is the term used to describe those people who believe that William 
Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon was the author of the works of William Shakespeare. 

One key point to note about Stratfordians, apart from members of the public who believe in 
Shaksper by default (and are probably not even aware that there is a debate), is that they 
are mostly academics specializing in English literature. While such people can undoubtedly 
speak with authority about literature in a literary context, or certain parts of it, they cannot 
speak with equal authority on historical issues, for the simple reason that they are not 
historians, and they cannot speak authoritatively on genealogical issues, for the simple 
reason that they are not genealogists. Neither can they speak authoritatively about the 
adequacy of evidence in a legal sense, for the simple reasons that they are not lawyers. If 
Stratfordians say that amateur literary scholars are unqualified to comment on literary 
issues, are not Stratfordians, on the same basis, unqualified to comment on historical, 
genealogical or legal issues? 

'Anti-Stratfordian' (I prefer the term 'non-Stratfordian') is the term used to describe anyone 
who either just believes that William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon was not the author of 
the works attributed to William Shakespeare or, in addition, believes that some other 


309 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shakespeare authorship question. 
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identified person (such as Sir Francis Bacon or Edward de Vere, Earl of Oxford) was the 
author those works. 

It has to be said that the attitude of many, perhaps most, academic Stratfordians to anti- 
Stratfordians is dismissive, to the extent that most of them brand anti-Stratfordians as either 
snobs or lunatics or, wait for it, conspiracy theorists. They think (pretend to think) that the 
issue is not even worth discussing, and many refuse to discuss it. Such conduct is, in effect, a 
form of what is now called 'no platforming 1 ; that is, of just shutting down the debate. On the 
other hand, because Stratfordians are generally not qualified to speak on non-literary 
aspects of the authorship issue, perhaps they are wise to leave it alone. One just wishes that 
they would refrain from denigrating others. 

In the context of the dismissive attitude of Stratfordians, a statement such as 7 do not know 
of a single professor of the 1,300-member Shakespeare Association of America who 
questions the identity of Shakespeare ... Among editors of Shakespeare in the major 
publishing houses, none that I know questions the authorship of the Shakespeare canon. 1310 is 
rather like saying "I went to North Korea and couldn't find a single person who would pubiicly 
denounce the regime." Well, there's a surprise. 

The tyranny of the Stratfordians in the field of Shakespearean scholarship (and it is a 
tyranny) is effective but subtle, in the sense that they will ruin a dissenter's career, or 
reputation, rather than put him in front of a firing squad or use him for mortar practice as in 
North Korea. But if you accept, as any honest person must, that it is valid to ask how or 
whether the greatest works of literature were or could have been created by someone like 
Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon, then it is intellectually dishonest to refuse to seek an 
answer to that question. 

As with any other issue which people refuse to discuss, if the arguments on the other side 
are so weak, is it not a simple matter to demolish them? If, on the other hand, they have any 
merit, should they not be judged on those merits? 

So, let's look briefly at some of the arguments Stratfordians have put forward. 

Example 1 - Bill Bryson, Shakespeare; The World as Stage 

In his book Shakespeare; The World as Stage (Atlas Books; 2007), 311 an informative and 
entertaining read. Bill Bryson finishes with a chapter called Claimants, in which he responds 
to, and dismisses, the main 'claimants' put forward by the anti-Stratfordians. Let's look at 
some of the things he says. 

Page 180: 


310 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List of Shakespeare authorship candidates, note 4. 

311 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shakespeare: The World as Stage . 
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'So it needs to be said that nearly all of the anti-Shakespeare sentiment - actually all of it, 
every bit - involves manipulative scholarship or sweeping misstatements of fact. Shakespeare 
'never owned a book', a writer for the New York Times gravely informed readers in one 
doubting article in 2002. The statement cannot actually be refuted, for we know nothing 
about his incidental possessions. But the writer might just as well have suggested that 
Shakespeare never owned a pair of shoes or pants. For all the evidence tells us, he spent his 
life naked from the waist down, as well as bootless, but it is probable that what is lacking is 
the evidence, not the apparel or the books.' 

The statement that 'we know nothing about his incidental possessions' is untrue. We know 
that Shaksper's will, which is what the New York Times writer was clearly referring to, does 
not mention any books or anything indicating a literary life (no bookshelves, no ink pot and 
so on), so we know that Shaksper owned no books at the time of his death (always accepting 
the possibility that a person, going blind in old age, say, might give away all his books before 
his death). Now, a will is a document by which a person passes all his possessions to his 
heirs, which means that a will is an inventory of a person's possessions at the time of his 
death. Books were relatively rare and expensive things at that time, particularly in non-noble 
households, so would normally, one supposes, have been separately identified (rather than, 
say, included in a term like 'the residue of my estate'). Even the single word 'books' would 
have been enough. So, Bryson's comparison between books and trousers is a false one. We 
wouldn't expect trousers to be mentioned at any point in a person's life, or in his will, but we 
most certainly would expect the world's greatest playwright to own some books at the time 
of his death. So, the writer for the New York Times was making a valid and important point, 
pointing out a strange fact which requires thinking about, which Bryson sought to dismiss on 
the basis of a false and misleading comparison between books and trousers. Is Bryson's 
statement not 'manipulative scholarship' involving a 'sweeping misstatement of fact 1 '? So, 
the statement that Shaksper 'never owned a book' cannot be proved either way, but it is true 
in the sense that it means 'We have no evidence that Shaksper ever owned a book and, 
remarkably, he left no books in his will.' I would say that this is a remarkable and rather 
worrying thing. How do you explain that one away? 

Page 181: 

'Similarly, in the normally unimpeachable History Today, William D. Rubinstein, a Professor at 
the University of Wales at Aberystwyth, stated in the opening paragraph of his anti- 
Shakespeare survey: 'Of the seventy-five known contemporary documents in which 
Shakespeare is named, not one concerns his career as an author.' This is not even close to 
being so. In the Master of the Revels' accounts for 1604-05 - that is, the record of the plays 
performed before the King, about as official as a record can be - Shakespeare is named seven 
times as the author of plays performed before James I. He is identified on the title pages as 
the author of the sonnets and in the dedications of the poems The Rape of Lucrece and Venus 
and Adonis. He is named as the author on several quarto editions of his plays, by Francis 
Meres in Pa I lad is Tamia, and (allusively but unmistakably) by Robert Greene in the Groats - 
worth of Wit. John Webster identifies him as one of the great playwrights of the age in his 
preface to The White Devil.' 
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Well, yes, Shakespeare (not Shaksper ) is identified as Bryson describes, but how do you 
know that the Shakespeare referred to in each case is William Shaksper of Stratford-upon- 
Avon? That's rather the whole point, isn't it? No-one denies that 'Shakespeare' is named as 
the author of the plays, but 'anti-Stratfordians' assert that the 'Shakespeare' who wrote the 
plays was not William Shaksper from Stratford-upon-Avon. In saying that 'Shakespeare' is 
identified as the author of the plays, Bryson is assuming that 'Shakespeare' and William 
Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon are one and the same person. So, the statement 'Of the 
seventy-five known contemporary documents in which Shakespeare is named, not one 
concerns his career as an author' should read 'Of the seventy-five known contemporary 
documents in which Shakespeare is named, not one provably refers to William Shaksper of 
Stratford-upon-Avon as the author' - which is what the whole debate is about. 

Page 192 (my emphasis): 

'It is true that William Shakespeare used some [I] learned parlance in his work, but he also 
employed imagery that clearly and ringingly reflected a rural background. Jonathan Bate 
quotes a couplet from Cymbeline, 'Golden lads and girls all must,/ As chimney sweepers, 
come to dust,' which takes on an additional sense when one realizes that in Warwickshire in 
the sixteenth century a flowering dandelion was a golden lad, while one about to disperse its 
seeds was a chimney sweeper. Who was more likely to employ such terms - a courtier of 
privileged upbringing or someone who had grown up in the country?' 

In the first place, there is an amusing assumption that courtiers were never brought up in 
the country. I would say that the exact opposite is true. Most of the nobility would have 
been brought up in the country on their family estates. Apart from anything else, it was 
healthier than being brought up in a city, particularly when the plague was in town. In the 
second place, most young noblemen would have spent quite a lot of their time hanging 
around the stables and joshing with the stable lads, as well as trying kiss the maids (house 
and milk) behind the haystacks. Funnily enough, it has always been true that royalty and 
nobility spend far more time with the working classes (their servants) than with their equals. 
Some members of the nobility pick up the strangest accents and expressions as a result, 
even today. This is why even the most aristocratic army officers swear like troopers; they 
spend an awful lot of time with ordinary soldiers, whose swearing is notorious. I cite the 
Duke of Edinburgh as a good example of this. Note also that both Bryson and Bate resort to 
making inferences about Shakespeare the man based on what he wrote, but Stratfordians 
object when anti-Stratfordians do the same thing; when, for instance, they argue that a man 
who used a huge number of legal terms was likely to have been trained in the law. Thus, the 
lack of direct, positive evidence supporting their case leads Stratfordians to use the same 
type of inferential arguments they decry their opponents using. But the lack of direct 
evidence supporting any candidate leaves both sides with little choice in the matter; they 
must use circumstantial evidence. 

Example 2 - Joseph Pearce, Anything but anonymous 

Let's also look at some comments by Joseph Pearce, former Writer in Residence and 
Associate Professor of Literature at Ave Maria University in Florida, author of The Quest for 
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Shakespeare (Ignatius Press; 2008), in a 2012 article he wrote for The Christian Shakespeare 
website called Anything but anonymous. 312 

'Ultimately, however, all the rival theories can be disproved through the application of solid 
historical evidence, combined with common sense. Take, for example, the central premise of 
the Oxfordian case that the plays must have been written by an aristocrat or, at least, by one 
with a university education, on the assumption that Shakespeare, as a commoner, must have 
been illiterate, or, at any rate, incapable of writing literature of such sublime quality. Against 
such an elitist presumption, we should remind ourselves that great literature is not the 
preserve of the rich or the privileged. Christopher Marlowe and Ben Jonson, Shakespeare's 
contemporaries, came from poor families. 1 

Firstly, he is confusing education with poverty; the fact that Marlowe and Jonson came from 
poor families doesn't necessarily mean that they were uneducated. In fact, Marlowe did go 
to university and Jonson, while he did not go to university, was educated at Westminster 
School, probably the best school in the country (vying with Eton and Winchester for the top 
spot). So, these two examples tend to prove the exact opposite of what he claims (that you 
do not need to be educated to create great literature), since both of them were well- 
educated. In any event, anti-Stratfordians do not, as far as I know, say that an uneducated 
person cannot create great literature, they simply say that an uneducated person is unlikely 
to create great literature and, in particular, is highly unlikely to have written works which 
display a good understanding of, say, the law without having studied it. We are talking about 
degrees of probability. Pearce has mischaracterized the anti-Stratfordian argument in order 
to shoot it down (a straw man argument). And the accusation of elitism is a cheap jibe, 
unworthy of a serious scholar (but common amongst Stratfordians). 

'Let's conclude with an expose of the few remaining remnants of the Oxfordian arguments 
against the real Shakespeare. The fact that Shakespeare's signature is described as being 
shaky or untidy is used as evidence of his "illiteracy". Yet there is absolutely no connection 
between literature and calligraphy. Beautiful writing and beautiful handwriting do not 
necessarily go hand in hand. Many great writers had bad handwriting, and, no doubt, many 
great calligraphers were incapable of putting two literary sentences together. 1 

But the issue is not about bad handwriting, it is about whether Shakespeare was able to 
write at all . The only examples of Shakespeare's writing we have are a number of signatures 
and these are so poorly written that, in all probability, we are looking at someone who 
couldn't write, not someone who just had bad handwriting. We can safely say, on the 
balance of probabilities, that someone who is unable to write his own name properly (or 
spell it consistently) cannot write an entire play. Or, rather, that someone who can write an 
entire play most certainly can write his own name legibly and consistently. I think most 
people can tell the difference between bad handwriting and a scrawl by someone who 
cannot write; it is, after all, fairly obvious when a person has not handled a pen sufficiently 
to have achieved a certain facility in forming letters and words, even if in a messy way (it 


312 https://christianshakespeare.blogspot.com/2012/05/anvthing-but-anonymous.html, 
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tends to be clear when that facility is undeveloped). Again, Pearce mischaracterizes the 
argument as being simply about bad handwriting; it isn't, it's about being able to write at all. 
Let's be clear about the issue here; Stratfordians are claiming that the greatest works of 
literature were created by a man who, the evidence tends to show, could not sign his own 
name. 

Shooting fish in a barrel 

All in all, it is shockingly easy to destroy such arguments. If this is the best that the 
Stratfordians can do, then their case must be pretty hopeless. And it is precisely because 
their case is so hopeless that they generally refuse to debate the matter face to face with 
anti-Stratfordians. For the 'establishment' in academe, a haughty aloofness goes a long way. 
I tried it myself but people just laugh. 
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The Shakespeare authorship question 

To be Shakespeare or not to be Shakespeare. That is the question. 

The Shakespeare authorship question needs to be divided into two questions: 

1. 'Did William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon write the works of Shakespeare?' 

2. 'If William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon did not write the works of Shakespeare, 
who did?' 

One of the main reasons for eliminating William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon before 
proceeding to look at other candidates is that, unless we do so, people will always harp back 
to him as a comparison. This gets us into comparing the relative merits of two people (The 
Stratford man and A. N. Other), which is distracting because, as far as possible, we should 
assess a given candidate purely on the basis of the evidence relevant to him or her. The 
likelihood that person A was Shakespeare does not affect the likelihood that person B was 
Shakespeare unless we prove that person A was Shakespeare, in which case person B cannot 
have been Shakespeare (absent collaboration of course). 

The other reason for eliminating Shakespeare first is that, once we have done so, we know 
that the real Shakespeare is somewhere out there, being a member of that group of people 
who are not William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon. We will be more positive about 
looking for something we know must be there, as opposed to looking for something which 
might not exist at all. Clearly, the group of people who are not William Shaksper of Stratford- 
upon-Avon cannot include the man who wrote the plays if William Shaksper of Stratford- 
upon-Avon wrote them. 

In legal terms this is what is called a preliminary issue, in the sense that if the question is 
resolved in favour of William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon then there is no point in 
investigating further. End of problem. On the other hand, if William Shaksper of Stratford- 
upon-Avon is eliminated as a candidate, there is all the more reason to investigate further. 

So, this approach is not designed to eliminate William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon, it is 
simply designed to make the investigation process simpler and more focused, whoever 
emerges as the 'real Shakespeare' in the end. If William Shaksper was the real William 
Shakespeare then this method will identify that fact sooner. 
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Who didn't write the plays? 


In my view, the answer to the first question ('Did William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon 
write the works of Shakespeare?'), on the balance of probabilities, is 'No'. The main reasons 
for this are those advanced by the anti-Stratfordian (or, rather, non-Stratfordian) side of the 
authorship debate: 

1. The fact that William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon was illiterate, as were his 
parents (though this point is debated) and children. He left no books in his will, or 
effects indicating a literary life, and, as far as we can tell, could hardly sign his 
own name, and there are no surviving letters from him or to him (apart from one 
letter to him about a loan, which was never sent). 

2. The remarkable fact that his death in 1616 went completely unremarked by 
contemporary literary figures. 

3. The fact that he was insufficiently well-educated to be the author of plays which 
display an extensive knowledge of subjects generally known only by university- 
educated men of gentle birth, such as the law and the aristocratic pastime of 
falconry. It is not impossible that a poorly educated provincial could have 
acquired such knowledge without a university education, it is just very unlikely 
given that Shakespeare (the real author) demonstrably had access to hundreds of 
books, some only in a foreign language. This is not an issue of genius but of 
simple knowledge; even a genius cannot write knowledgably about a subject he 
knows nothing about. Could Einstein have written knowledgeably about 
campanology (bell ringing)? 

4. The fact that the Sonnets were clearly written by a courtier and that Shaksper 
was not a courtier. 

In addition to this are, in my view: 

1. The fact that William Shaksper was a successful businessman and a notably stingy 
person, yet he generally failed to protect 'his' plays by ensuring that they were 
registered in the Stationers' Register. Even as an investor in/member of the 
company (which owned the plays) he had an interest to protect. The risk was that 
if a play was not registered then someone else might perform or register it. He 
also seems never to have pursued either those who published his works under his 
name without authority, like the Sonnets, or those who published under his name 
works which were not his in the first place. Why go to the considerable effort of 
writing a play but then fail to take steps to prevent others from exploiting your 
efforts or, indeed, allow others to exploit your name by registering under your 
name works which you did not write? This is the dog that didn't bark in the night. 
If a man stands by while a car is stolen, the inevitable inference is that it is not his 
car; either that or he is afraid of something. Why can we not apply the same 
reasoning to Shakespeare? Clearly, the real author, needing to conceal his true 
identity, could not assert his rights (direct or indirect) by any form of legal process 
because of the risk that his true identity would be revealed, so the sort of 
conduct described above only makes sense if the author was someone other than 
Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon. I can see no way round this logic. 
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2. The fact that, according to David Bottrill, at least one reliable contemporary 
source (Joseph Hall, Bishop of Norwich, in his Virgidemiarum (Thomas Creede; 
London; 1597; Lib. IV, Sat. I.) asserted that 'William Shakespeare' was a 
pseudonym. 

3. The fact that the original Stratford monument depicted a man holding a sack of 
some description (possibly wool or grain), with no pen and paper, as it does now, 
so the original figure was not a literary figure but a wool or grain merchant (it 
might have originally depicted Shaksper's father, John, who did trade in both 
wool and grain, I believe). Dugdale's original 1649 drawing of the monument 
might not depict the sack properly, as has been asserted, and it might even be a 
cushion rather than a sack, but that does not alter the fact that neither a sack nor 
a cushion is a suitable surface for writing upon, or the fact that the original figure 
did not hold a pen in one hand or a piece of paper in the other. So, the 
monument has been tampered with in order to depict a writer of some sort, 
when the original monument did not do so. The monument is therefore a fraud. 
Of course, Leonard Digges referred to the Stratford monument in the First Folio 
of 1623, but it is undeniably true that a monument can relate to a person buried 
in some other place, even some other country. It is natural to assume that a 
funerary monument celebrates the person buried at that place, but this is an 
assumption. It is possible that the monument does celebrate 'the real William 
Shakespeare' even if that person is not buried in the grave in front of the 
monument. It is also possible that the monument to 'the real William 
Shakespeare' consists not of the figure but of the words, or some of them, on the 
monument. Note also that the wording on the monument says: 'whom envious 
Death hath plast [placed] within this monument [...]'. But there is no body 'within 
this monument'. What does that tell us? Possibly that the words were intended 
for some other monument, one actually containing the body of William 
Shakespeare? There is also a reference to 'this tomb', but the monument is not a 
tomb; it is a monument and contains no body. In short, the Stratford monument 
is a very unsatisfactory piece of evidence when considered otherwise than 
superficially. If you saw a sign saying 'No swimming' where there was no sign of 
any water, you would assume that the sign referred to some other place where 
there was water and had been moved for some reason, possibly a joke. 

On this basis, I am satisfied that William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon did not write the 
works of William Shakespeare. It is a ridiculous idea. 

This is the position taken by a number of eminent people, including the noted historian, 
Hugh Trevor-Roper (Lord Dacre of Glanton), who wrote in a letter to Charlton Ogburn, Jr. 
dated 21/2/1981: 

'My view is that the available evidence that the plays and poems were the work of William 
Shakespeare of Stratford is weak and unconvincing ... not a shred of solid evidence connects 
the man with the works during his lifetime; the association of such works with such a man is, 
on the face of it, implausible; and the posthumous association of them, in the First Folio and 
in the Stratford Tomb, is inconclusive since there are legitimate questions concerning the 
motivation and production of the Folio and the original form of the Tomb. There are many 
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suspicions legitimately adhering to all the later statements associating the man with the 
works, including the statements of Ben Jonson. Altogether, I consider the evidence of 
association to be slender, weak and implausible.' 

If William Shaksper did not write the works, then references to 'William Shakespeare' are 
references to some other person who used the name, possibly in collusion with William 
Shaksper (I am not asserting that William Shaksper did not exist, or that he was not a 
successful actor/manager). Stratfordians might prove, say, that King Lear was registered in 
the name 'William Shakespeare', but does that prove that William Shaksper of Stratford- 
upon-Avon wrote King Lear? No, clearly not; it proves only that the play was registered in 
the name of someone called or calling himself William Shakespeare. 

Who did write the plays? Only royalty need apply. 

With regard to the second question ('If William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon did not 
write the works of Shakespeare, who did?'), we have already determined the main 
characteristics of the sort of person we need to look for. Broadly speaking, we are looking 
for a well-educated and probably well-travelled courtier or person with access to the court. 
'Well-educated' means someone with a knowledge of the law (and almost certainly trained 
in the law), medicine, music, languages, theatre, history, war, heraldry and aristocratic 
pastimes like falconry; in other words, pretty much a polymath (that is, a person of great 
learning in several diverse areas of knowledge). I think that such a person must have been 
brought up in a very educated and artistic family, which, being of an elevated social status, 
probably meant that they were patrons of the arts (arts meaning one or more of theatre, 
poetry, painting and so on) and owners of a library. 

Looney says that we need to look for a person from the higher aristocracy with a close 
proximity to royalty, but I would go further. I would take 'close proximity to royalty' to mean 
'closely connected to royalty by blood'; that is, of the blood royal. So, I think we need to look 
for someone of blood royal who was denied recognition. I think we are looking for someone 
who had a strong claim to the throne, although this doesn't necessarily mean that he or she 
had to be legitimate. After all. Queen Elizabeth herself had been declared to be illegitimate 
and specifically barred from the succession, and Roman Catholics certainly regarded her as 
illegitimate because her parent's marriage was bigamous and void under Roman Catholic 
canon law. So, we are looking for a royal bastard. Why? Well, the reason can be found in the 
works. 

'For Shakespeare, such plays as these [The Winter's Tale, Cymbeline] and King John attest 
that nobility of character endures even when it is buried by treachery, thrust aside by 
conspiracy, or denied. It is a quality of birth. As such, it cannot be expunged. It is a sacred 
mark of anointing, an infallible sign of dereliction or imposture when that which ostensibly is 
regal bears no mark of it. None who "steal, grasp and usurp" in Shakespeare can make 
anything lasting by their thefts of that which does not belong to them. The quality, in 
Shakespeare's metaphysics, that protects nobility is a transcendent one, a sacred and 
mystical mark that summons those who recognize it to honor it, for not to do so is to dismiss 
nobility of its appointed task: the building up of the body of the kingdom that all parts of the 
realm might thrive because of it .' [...] 'Not even an orthodox scholar like Leah Scragg, in 
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Shakespeare's Alternative Tales, can miss the point that the rhetoric in these plays confirms a 
sacerdotal character on princeliness as a mark of divine grace. It is an aristocratic theme that 
distinctively marks the royal sensibility of Shakespeare. Its presence in this play is all the more 
inexplicable if we are expected to believe that Shakespeare's philosophy flows from the pen 
of one to whom these qualities, and reverence for them, could hardly have been less: the 
grasping, litigious, acquisitive Will Shakspere whose avaricious practices and mercenary 
convictions will come to re-define the character and life of Britain in the early modern era, 
leading, as we see in our own day, to what would be the despair of Edward de l /ere - the 
displacement of sacred government for authority groomed by a more modern, coarse, brutal 
instinct for power, manifest by bullying, obstructionism and the heedless pursuit of narrow 
class interests - acts of baseness that Shakespeare vilifies and scorns in dissemblers like Henry 
the IV Part i's Sir Richard Vernon, Cymbeline's Jachimo or Othello's lago - vile, deceitful men 
who, devoid of grace, conspire to work by craftiness and guile rather than be guided by the 
codes of nobility, truth and honour .' [...] 'Shakespeare's obsession with the succession; his 
attention to royal bastards, displaced princes and changeling children; his preoccupation 
with incest; his tireless dedication to probing the question of legitimacy and loss of name; 
and, in King John, his re-assignation and/or diminution of all the historical characters of 
John's era while elevating a fictional figure (and a royal bastard, at that) to seemingly- 
unaccountable and exceptional prominence by bestowing on him the authorial voice - all 
suggest to us that in Shakespeare, as in Solzhenitsyn, we will only be able to discover the 
buried truths about a bygone regime (if those truths are to be found anywhere) in a 
literary revelation of truth that assuredly will not appear in official histories, government 
papers and documents created by bureaucrats determined to sanitize their secretive 
regimes' legacies. No, we must look to the authors of such as this play - not to the 
whitewashed and "politically correct" records of the Cecils and what the English stage 
historian Glynn Wickham has called their vast "machinery of censorship and control" (11.94) - 
to discern the true conditions of a kingdom where truth was maimed and suppressed by the 
evils of torture, corruption and official secrecy. 1 - Boyle, William; A Poet's Rage: 

Understanding Shakespeare through authorship studies-, Forever Press; Kindle Edition. 

'Not all the water in the rough rude sea can wash the balm off from an anointed king; The 
breath of worldly men cannot depose the deputy elected by the Lord:' (Richard II, Act II, 

Scene ii). But not just an anointed king of course, the mark of divine grace rests on all those 
of royal blood. I say 'divine grace', because anointing is a recognition and affirmation of the 
covenant between royalty and God. In the Bible the covenant is between God and the House 
of David and is expressed in the Blessing of Jacob (Genesis 49:10): 'The sceptre shall not 
depart from Judah, nor the ruler's staff from between his feet, until tribute comes to him; and 
to him shall be the obedience of the peoples.' This can be translated as 'The kingship will 
continue in the House of Judah [House of David] until the coming of the Messiah.' The idea of 
a covenant and its affirmation by anointing was adopted by Christian Kings to assert divine 
authority for their rule. As secular rulers under the authority of God, I guess that they saw 
themselves as the heirs of the House of David even if they were not actually descended from 
the House of David by blood (which was sometimes claimed as well). Whether people 
believe such things today is irrelevant; they believed it at that time. Royal blood is a quality 
of grace, almost of holiness. If you don't believe this, at the next formal occasion you go to, 
introduce a friend of yours to other people as 'Prince x of y' (even a mere 'Lord x' will do) 
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and watch people's reactions. Even the communists will kiss his posterior (metaphorically 
speaking, but literally in the case of lawyers). 

Other authors/researchers have picked up on this point as well. Paul Streitz, in his Oxford, 
Son of Queen Elizabeth I (Oxford institute Press; 2001) says (my emphasis): 

Yet the total picture is much more psychologically complex. Edward de l /ere (Tudor- 
Seymour) characterizes himself in his work with both his accepted identity (Earl of Oxford) 
and a true identity (Prince of the Realm). Yet, the overwhelming sense from the 
Shakespeare canon is that the author is Royalty, not simply an Earl. (Prince Hall, Hamlet, 
King Lear, etc.)' 

The use of the words ' overwhelming sense' means 'blindingly obvious'. If a man was to write 
seven books about farming which convey a strong sense that the author has extensive 
experience of what he is writing about, is it not reasonable to conclude that the man is a 
farmer? Of course, people can write (sort of) convincing books about, say, ancient Greece 
when it is obvious they never lived in ancient Greece, but people tend to know when 
someone is speaking or writing from personal experience, partly because they tend to say 'I 
saw this' or 'I did that'. We assess the truthfulness of what they say. This is why people are 
required to testify in court before a jury. It is a fundamental assumption of our legal system 
that reasonable people can tell when someone is telling the truth (that when a person says 
that he has personally experienced a thing, he has personally experienced that thing), not so 
much from what he says but from the way he says it; the overall impression. This is why 
courts generally require personal testimony as opposed to written testimony. Since this is 
accepted as the fundamental basis of our legal system, and therefore of decisions which can 
make people rich or poor or send them to prison, or even to their deaths, it would be 
unreasonable to assert that people are unable to judge the truthfulness of other people's 
words in the sense of assessing whether they experienced something personally. What I am 
asserting is that the works of Shakespeare are of a man who personally experienced being a 
royal bastard denied his rights, including, potentially, a claim to the throne itself. 

So, we are looking for a royal bastard from a highly literate family prominent in the 
patronage of the arts. It is not enough just to be a well-educated and well-travelled courtier 
with a taste for the theatre since this does not account for Shakespeare's obsession with 
usurped and/or hidden royalty. 

Note that eight of Shakespeare's plays concern usurped royalty and/or hidden royalty 
and/or the recovery of lost royal rights. These are (1) The Tempest, (2) As you Like It, (3) The 
Winter's Tale, (4) Cymbeline, (5) Hamlet, (6) King Lear, (7) Macbeth and (8) Pericles, Prince of 
Tyre - and that's ignoring the history plays, which are all about royalty (King John, Richard II, 
Henry IV (Part 1), Henry IV (Part 2), Henry V, Henry VI (Part 1), Henry VI (Part 2), Henry VI 
(Part 3), Richard III, Henry VIII. Stratfordians are always looking for themes or patterns in 
Shakespeare's works, such as (off the top of my head) medical matters, legal matters, 
gardening and plants (herb lore), use of local dialects, Italy and so on. There are dozens of 
subjects which have been the subject of investigation and debate. If any other major 
playwright had written eight major plays on any theme, people would (1) identify that fact, 
(2) deduce that there must be some reason for it, and (3) look for that reason. Inevitably, 
that reason is likely to lie in the author's personal situation; his background, his upbringing 
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and his general life experience. For instance, you would expect someone who had served for 
many years on ships to create works based on his experience, like Joseph Conrad. And if 
someone writes books which have a strong seafaring element, do we not think it is highly 
likely that that is because he was a seafarer? No-one would question the reasonableness of 
making such a connection, investigating it and assessing the impact of the author's life 
experience on his works. But, of course, Shaksper's life was so grubby, tedious and 
uninspiring that it is pretty much impossible to find any motivation for anything in his 
background, upbringing or general life experience. This is why Stratfordians 'will not go 
there'; it is because they cannot. And, of course, making the connection ('He wrote plays 
about Xso he was likely to have been X.') is out of bounds. But the fact that Stratfordians 
refuse to consider such connections does not mean that they don't exist (quite the contrary) 
or that others can't examine such connections themselves. If we can do it for others, we can 
do it for Shakespeare. I challenge anyone to say otherwise. 

So, I argue that the fact that Shakespeare wrote eight plays on the theme of the usurpation 
of royal rights is significant - very significant. I further argue that there is a reason for this 
and that, logically, that reason lies in Shakespeare's own background. I further argue that 
the most likely reason is that Shakespeare was personally affected by such matters and that 
'personally affected' means that his own rights were impinged in some way, which must 
have been dramatic to make a person write eight major plays on the subject. From this it is 
but a small (and necessary) step to concluding that it is highly likely that Shakespeare was 
himself of the blood royal. I can see no fundamental weakness in this train of logic; nothing 
unreasonable. Put it the other way round. If Shakespeare was not a person of the blood 
royal whose rights were denied to him in some way, why did he write eight plays on the 
subject? If you cannot come up with a feasible alternative explanation, then you have no 
good grounds for dismissing my argument, other than that you don't want to consider it in 
case it is true. Bear in mind also the general rule that if you have excluded all the 
alternatives, what you are left with must be the answer, however unlikely it seems, because 
it is the only answer. So, that's the challenge. Come up with a feasible alternative reason for 
Shakespeare's obsession with the usurpation of royal rights or keep quiet. In short, put up or 
shut up. 

Below is a list of Shakespeare's plays which include one or more of usurped royal rights, 
concealed identity, hidden identity, mistaken identity or some form of deception concerning 
identity. 


Name of play 

Nature of disguise, deception, mistake, concealment 

A Midsummer 

Night's Dream 

Lysander falls in love with Flelena, having been, by mistake, 
touched on the eyelids by Puck with the magic potion made 
from 'love in idleness'. The same happens to Demetrius. 
Confusion ensues. 

All's Well That Ends 

Well 

Flelena follows Bertram to Italy, befriends Diana, a virgin 
with whom Bertram is infatuated, and they arrange for 

Flelena to take Diana's place in bed. Diana obtains 
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1 

Bertram's ring in exchange for one of Helena's. In this way 
Helena, without Bertram's knowledge, consummates their 
marriage and wears his ring. 

1 

As You Like It 

Hi 

■r 

Concerns recovery of a lost royal/noble heritage. Rosalind 

disguises herself as Ganymede, Celia as Ellena. Confusion 

ensues. 

1 ' ' ' :: Hi 


Cymbeline 

Hi 

■ I 

Concerns recovery of a lost royal/noble heritage. Guiderius 

and Avirargus, sons of Cymbeline, King of Britain, are 
kidnapped as infants and raised as Polydore and Cadwal, 
unaware of their royal origin. Imogen disguises herself as a 
page, Fidele. 

Hi 

Hamlet 

Usurped royalty. Hamlet pretends to be mad. 


1 

King Lear 

L _Hi 

Usurped royalty. Edgar, son of the Earl of Gloucester, 
pretends to be mad. 

i 

Love's Labour's Lost 

Ferdinand, King of Navarre, and his three noble companions 
disguise themselves as Muscovites to woo the Princess of 
France and her ladies, who disguise themselves as each 
other. 

Macbeth 

Usurped royalty. The consequences of usurpation. 

l 

Measure for 

Measure 

Vincentio, Duke of Vienna, disguises himself as a friar, 
Lodowick. Angelo mistakenly ravishes Mariana, who has 
taken the place of Isabella. 

l 

Much Ado About 
Nothing 

Brimming with disguise and confusion. Don Pedro disguises 
himself to woo Hero on Claudio's behalf. Benedick disguises 
himself to dance with Beatrice. Barocahio has an amorous 
liaison with Hero's maid, Margaret, who Don Pedro and 
Claudio think is Hero. And so on and so on. 


Pericles, Prince of 

Tyre 

L H i 

Usurped rovaltv. After being shipwrecked, Thaisa, wife of 
Pericles, lives as a priestess in the Temple of Diana, until 
discovered by her husband. Their daughter, Marina, lives 
under assumed identity until discovered by her father. 

Hi 

i 

The Comedy of 

Errors 

Concerns two sets of identical twins, separated at birth 
(Antipholus of Ephesus and Antipholus of Syracuse and 
Dromio of Ephesus and Dromio of Syracuse). The whole 
play is a slapstick-type comedy based on mistaken identity. 
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1 

The Merchant of 
Venice 

Portia disguises herself as Balthasar, a lawyer; her maid, 
Nerissa, as Balthasar's clerk. 

i 

The Merry Wives of 
Windsor 

Ford disguises himself as 'Mister Brook'. Falstaff disguises 
himself as 'the fat woman of Brentford' and later as 'Flerne, 
the Flunter'. Other characters disguise themselves as fairies. 


i 

The Taming of the 
Shrew 

Lucentio and Flortensio attempt to woo Bianca while 
pretending to be the tutors Cambio and Litio. And so on. 

r“ ■ r 

The Tempest 

1 _ Hi 

Concerns recovery of a lost roval/noble heritage (in other 

words, the royal nature of the character or characters is 
initially concealed or unknown but is revealed in the course 
of the play). 

Hi 

i 

The Two Gentlemen 
of Verona 

The heroine, Julia, disguises herself as a boy to win the love 
of Proteus. 

i 

The Two Noble 

Kinsmen 

The former wooer of the jailer's daughter pretends to be 
Palamon, nephew of the King of Thebes. 

II- 

The Winter's Tale 

1 _ Hi 

Concerns recovery of a lost roval/noble heritage. Leontes, 

King of Sicilia, and his Queen, Hermione, have a daughter, 
Perdita ('The Lost One'), who is abandoned on the coast of 
Bohemia. She becomes a shepherdess but eventually her 
identity is revealed and she marries Florizel, Prince of 
Bohemia. 

Hi 

i 

Twelfth Night 

The play centres on the twins Viola and Sebastian, who are 
separated in a shipwreck. Viola (who is disguised as Cesario) 
falls in love with Duke Orsino, who in turn is in love with 
Countess Olivia. Upon meeting Viola, Countess Olivia falls in 
love with her thinking she is a man. And so on. 


In addition to looking for a well-educated and well-travelled illegitimate royal prince from a 
highly literate family prominent in the patronage of the arts, we are also looking for 
someone who knew Wales well and who also wrote The Phoenix and the Turtle. I include 
these last two because they are, in my view, critical, even though they are almost universally 
over-looked by supporters of other candidates (which is hardly surprising perhaps). For 
instance, Oxfordians go to great lengths to explain why Oxford knew Italy well, but they say 
nothing about Wales. Since it is clear that Shakespeare knew Wales well, if Oxford did not 
know Wales well, then, logically, he was not Shakespeare. Further, Oxfordians also go to 
great lengths to explain why Oxford could have written Hamlet but they completely overlook 
The Phoenix and the Turtle. And while that poem is not well-known and, in fact, is frequently 
overlooked, it is, in the opinion of competent commenters, the most mysterious and 
beautiful poem ever written. The point about the poem is that it was written by 
Shakespeare, so if Oxford did not write it, then he was not Shakespeare. The key question 
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here is why Oxford would have dedicated a poem to a mere knight. Sir John Salusbury, and 
how he became aware of the secret revealed in the poem; the love affair between Thomas 
Salusbury and Mary, Queen of Scots. If we can conclude with reasonable certainty that 
Oxford would not or could not have written such a poem, then we can conclude with 
reasonable certainty that Oxford was not Shakespeare. On the other hand, if we can 
conclude that a certain person must have written The Phoenix and the Turtle, we can 
conclude with reasonable certainty that the person was Shakespeare. 

Let's list what we are looking for; namely, a person who was: 

1. From a highly-literate family or background, which included scholars, poets and 
patrons of the arts. 

2. Alive at the relevant time (roughly Shaksper's lifetime but possibly over-lapping, 
which means that he could have been born earlier and died later or born later and 
died earlier or another combination). 

3. Well-educated, including in the law. Almost certainly university educated. 

4. Probably well-travelled , including to France and Italy. 

5. A courtier or someone who mixed with people who were courtiers as their social 
equal. It is difficult to see how a person could mix with courtiers without being one 
himself (or a cleric possibly). 

6. An illegitimate prince of the Tudor blood royal or descendant of such and having a 
claim to the throne as a result. 

7. Had overriding (life and death) reasons for concealing his identity as the author of 
the works and even, possibly, needing to conceal his existence completely (because, 
for instance, he was believed to be dead under his real name). 

8. Knew Wales well and was therefore quite possibly a Welshman, so we are possibly or 
probably looking for a Welsh nobleman or member of the Welsh gentry (remember 
that the Cecils and the Herberts, Earls of Pembroke and Earls of Montgomery, were 
of Welsh origin, so there was nothing odd about a courtier of Welsh origin). 

9. Wrote The Phoenix and the Turtle. Why this poem rather than anything else? Well, I 
think I am right in saying that it is the only thing written by Shakespeare which 
required personal (that is, very private) knowledge of specific individuals which could 
not have derived from some public source, such as Holinshed, which Shakespeare 
used for some of his history plays, or some courtier or other individual (for instance, 
a courtier who had not been personally present could have provided information 
about the events at the court of Navarre which formed the basis of 'Love's Labours 
Lost'). What this means is that any number of people could have written 
Shakespeare's other works, but not this poem. That is why the poem is different from 
all the other Shakespeare's works and essential as a means of identifying the author 
of those works. Of course, the Sonnets required very personal knowledge of people 
(the fair youth and the dark lady) but we know that those individuals were known to 
the author of the poems. The question of how Shakespeare (as opposed to Shaksper) 
obtained the knowledge required to write the Sonnets does not arise. 

10. Looked like William Shakespeare (which he ought to, being William Shakespeare). It 
is acknowledged on all sides that Ben Jonson knew the real author and he stated in 
the First Folio that the Droeshout engraving was a good likeness. That engraving is 
clearly based on the Chandos portrait of Shakespeare, so we are looking for someone 
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who, if a portrait is available, matches the Chandos portrait/Droeshout engraving. If 
the general consensus is that the Chandos portrait and the Droeshout engraving are 
reasonable likenesses of Shakespeare, then anyone who clearly does not resemble 
those portraits cannot be Shakespeare. This is bearing in mind the possibility that 
Jonson was not telling the truth. 

A candidate who meets criteria 1 to 8 could have written all the other works of Shakespeare, 
including the Sonnets, but, in my view, to have written The Phoenix and the Turtle required 
some very special knowledge indeed, of a love affair as I have explained, being quite simply 
the most extraordinary love affair in the history of the world (proved by external evidence, 
as I will show), and the challenge becomes one of explaining how a given candidate 
(Shaksper, Bacon, Oxford, Marlowe, Derby etc.) obtained that necessary knowledge. In 
short, in my view the poet either had to know the couple (the phoenix and the turtle) 
involved more closely than their own families or had to actually be one of the lovers; 
namely, the man (because the woman was dead, having been executed in front of numerous 
witnesses who knew her). This leaves us with a choice of one. In short, and jumping ahead 
somewhat, when we have identified the man in The Phoenix and the Turtle, the turtle dove, 
we have found Shakespeare. 

So, Shakespeare was not the Swan of Avon, he was the Dove of Paphos, which appears in 
Venus and Adonis 313 and Pericles, Prince of Tyre. 314 The Dove of Paphos is the Dove of 
Aphrodite (Venus), the Goddess of Love. In Love's Martyr the phoenix and the turtle meet on 
Paphos. 


313 'Thus weary of the world, away she hies. 

And yokes her silver doves; by whose swift aid 
Their mistress mounted through the empty skies 
In her light chariot guickly is convey'd; 

Holding their course to Paphos, where their queen 
Means to immure herself and not be seen/ 

314 Act IV, Prologue. For more see Harting, James Edmund; The Ornithology of Shakespeare; 
John van Voorst; London; 1871; p. 190 et seq. See also the song There is a tavern in the town 
( https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/There Is a Tavern in the Town ). 

'Oh, dig my grave both wide and deep, wide and deep; 

Put tombstones at my head and feet, head and feet 
And on my breast you may carve a turtle dove, 

To signify I died of love.' 
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Aphrodite being drawn by her doves. 



European Turtle Dove, Paphos, 10/10/2017 © Cyprus Birding Tours. 

Stratfordians argue that Oxford cannot have written 'The Tempest' because that play (they 
say) refers to a shipwreck which occurred in 1609 and Oxford died in 1604, and if 
Stratfordians can argue that Oxford cannot have written a play because of his lack of 
knowledge of a shipwreck, can I not argue that a person (Shaksper, Oxford or any other 
candidate) cannot have written The Phoenix and the Turtle because he lacked knowledge of 
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the love affair which the poem is about? If Oxford can be excluded on the basis that he 
cannot have written The Tempest, then Shaksper, Oxford and other candidates can be 
excluded on the basis that they cannot have written The Phoenix and the Turtle. 

This can be compared to a Sherlock Holmes mystery. Dr. Watson is certain that he has 
identified the murderer because he has found a man who exactly matches all the key 
criteria, or so he thinks. 

Holmes: 'My dear Watson, this is not our man.' 

Watson: 'But he must be, he matches all the key criteria, even down to smoking the rare 
brand of Turkish cigarette.' 

Holmes: 'But you have overlooked one thing - small but critical.' 

Watson: 'And what is that?' 

Holmes: 'The murderer has a crooked little finger on his left hand; no doubt the result of 
some childhood accident. It doesn't matter how well your man matches the other criteria, if 
he does not match this one, he is not our man.' 

Watson: 'Well, bless my soul! You are right again, Holmes.' 

The Phoenix and the Turtle is like that; a small but critical criteria. To consider this issue, we 
start with a proposition we can both agree on. We then proceed to the next proposition, 
based on the first proposition, and see if we can agree on that. We repeat this process until 
we can go no further; that is, we either come to a proposition which we cannot agree on or 
we reach an agreed conclusion. 'Agree' means that you accept that there is a reasonable 
probability that a proposition could be true. If we go through the process and agree that 
each step is more likely than not, then we have established the matter (as far as we are 
concerned) to the standard of proof used in the civil courts. This means that, assuming that 
we have followed the proper procedures (as to the admissibility of evidence and such like), 
then a civil court would come to the same conclusion if the matter were to be argued before 
it using the same evidence. In other words, we will have proved the matter to the legal 
standard of proof. Scary, isn't it? Of course, many people resist this type of process because 
they can see that it might lead to a conclusion they do not wish to accept. The fact that 
conclusion might actually be right doesn't interest them at all. 

The steps in the process in this case are as follows: 

1. We agree that The Phoenix and the Turtle was written by William Shakespeare. 

2. We agree that this means that if a proposed candidate did not write the poem then 
he is not Shakespeare (the same logic as applied to The Tempest and Oxford or 
Shaksper and Italy). 

3. We agree that the author had to know about the subject matter of the poem in order 
to write the poem. 

4. We agree what the subject matter of the poem is. 
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5. We then assess, using the available evidence, whether the proposed candidate could 
and did know about that subject matter. We do not need to prove the matter, we 
merely need to be satisfied on the balance of probabilities (that is, that it is more 
likely than not). 

Of course, a member of the 'awkward squad' would just try to nobble the process at the 
earliest possible stage by saying that he does not agree with me about the subject matter of 
the poem. This means you have to assess the matter for yourself using your own common 
sense. If you conclude that there is a reasonable probability that each step in the process is 
true, then you end up with a conclusion which is probably true. This process has two 
purposes: (1) to exclude people who cannot have written the poem, and (2) to concentrate 
on people who could have written the poem. If step 1 excludes all the main candidates 
(Shaksper, Bacon, Oxford, Marlowe, Derby) and step 2 only identifies one candidate, then I 
would argue that we have found our man. 

Well, that's good. The requirement for a playwright/poet of royal blood seems to exclude 
practically everyone, including Shaksper, before we have even started. This will make our job 
a lot simpler. Out of the 80 or more candidates proposed to date, I can think of only three 
(apart from Thomas Salusbury and his brother. Sir John Salusbury) who might fit the bill in 
terms of royal blood; Sir Frances Bacon (if he was actually a bastard child of Queen 
Elizabeth), the Earl of Oxford (if he was actually a bastard child of Queen Elizabeth) and the 
Earl of Derby (who had a definite descent from the Tudors). There is also Queen Elizabeth 
herself, but I am going to skip over her because I don't think her case gets off the ground. 

But feel free to argue her case if you want to. 

Because Stratfordians will not even discuss the authorship issue, beyond saying 'It is well- 
established that...' or 'No serious scholar questions...' , they will not even accept that the 
criteria are valid. The defence of Shaksper requires that they argue that an uneducated 
provincial businessman wrote the greatest works of literature in history, so the idea that he 
had to be educated, well-travelled or anything like that is simply anathema to them. Having 
established that their refusal even to ask reasonable questions is so unreasonable that they 
cannot be regarded as academics worthy of the name, we must leave them behind stewing 
in their own juice ('Fillet of a fenny snake, in the cauldron boil and bake; eye of newt, and toe 
of frog, wool of bat, and tongue of dog, adder's fork, and blind-worm's sting, lizard's leg, and 
howlet's wing, for a charm of powerful trouble, like a hell-broth boil and bubble.'). I think I've 
been to that restaurant. 

I have already looked briefly at the claims of Oxford and Derby and others more 
knowledgeable than I have examined their claims in depth, so there is little point in my doing 
so here. If you are interested in finding out more about the case for either Oxford or Derby, 
or anyone else, then there are many books you can buy, societies you can join and so on. My 
job here is to examine the case for Thomas Salusbury, which I will now do. 
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David Hugh BottrilTs theory 

Before we go on to look at the criteria, let's look a bit more closely at Bottrill's theory. 

The Sir John Salusbury theory 

According to Bottrill, Professor Sir Israel Gollancz (1863-1930), Professor of English Language 
and Literature at King's College, London, from 1903 to 1930, sometime Chairman of the 
Shakespeare Association, and one of the greatest Shakespeare scholars of the 20th century, 
believed that Sir John Salusbury was Shakespeare, 315 so both Thomas Salusbury and Sir John 
Salusbury have been put forward as 'the real Shakespeare'. A proposition cannot be 
dismissed as nonsensical when the leading Shakespearean scholar of the time treated it 
seriously. 

However, I can find no statement by Gollancz about Sir John Salusbury other than a 
statement to the effect that there seems to have been some sort of connection between 
him and Shakespeare and that further research in Salusbury family papers might throw light 
on the matter (Brown, Carleton; Poems by Sir John Salusbury and Robert Chester; Bryn Mawr 
College; 1913; p. viii, referring to The Larger Temple Shakespeare; Vol. XII; 1904; Preface to 
the Rape of Lucrece). 


315 http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/The Will Shakespeare Who Dunit.pdf, p. 34, 35 
and 41. 
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The Thomas Salusbury 'duality theory 1 and the Haecx family 

Bergsneider's theory I = illegitimate 



The idea that William Haecx was the actual William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon (the 
person who died, but was not born, under that name), but not the person who wrote the 
plays ('the real William Shakespeare'), is not new; it is at least 45 years old. According to the 
theory of Dutchman, J. W. Bergsneider, William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon was the 
illegitimate son of a wealthy Dutch cloth merchant called David Haecx (or Haeck or Haeckx) 
Sr. (d. 1601), son of Rutger Haecx and Christina van Amersfoort, by Mary Arden, wife of one 
John Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon, who was unaware that the child was not his. 316 David 
Haecx Sr. was apparently very rich and a patron of the arts. According to Bottrill, Peter Paul 
Rubens, the painter, lived in his house for a time and there is a painting by Rubens which 
includes likenesses of the Haecx family behind the main altar in the Cathedral of Our Lady in 
Antwerp. This must be The Assumption of the Virgin. The Haecx family came to England as 
refugees from the religious war in the Low Countries in that period (The 80 Years' War), but 
they did not sever all links with their homeland and they (or some of them) seem to have 
eventually returned. Bottrill asserts that while in England they lived with a family called 
Holland, relatives of David Haecx Sr's wife (Anna de Came), in Warwickshire. This places 
them near Stratford-upon-Avon. 


316 Bergsneider, Johan Willem; "Shakespeare schreef 'Wilhelmus'"; Leidsch Dagblad; 
10/10/1972; p. 17, http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/dutch article re haecx.jpg and 
"Choose Your Shakespeare"- National Review Bulletin; Vol. 25; Issue 12; 23/3/1973, which 
describes Bergsneider's theory. 
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Is there a connection between this Holland family and the poet, Hugh Holland (1569- 
1633) 317 from Denbigh (Lleweni, the home of the Salusbury family, is nearby), who was one 
of the publishers of the First Folio in 1623? According to Bottrill, it is a secret message by 
Hugh Holland in the First Folio which identifies 'William Shakespeare' as the son of David 
Haecx Jr.. 


Vpon the Lines and Life of the Famous 

Scenicke Poer, Matter W illiam 
SHAKESPEARE. 

Hofc hands, which you foclapr,gonow, and wring 
You Britanes brnuc; for done arc Shjkejpares da yes: 
His dayes arc done, that made the dainty Pbyes, 

Which made the Globe ofhesu’n and earth to ring. 
Dry’de istharveine,dry'd is the T/^/az/Springj 
Ttim’d all to tearcs, and Phabtts clouds his rayes : 

That corp’s, that coffin now bcflickc thofc bayt s> 

Wnicli crown'd hun Poet firft, then Poets King. 

VTragedies might any PrtUgue haue. 

All thofc he made, would fcarfe make one to this : 

Whc^e F*me y now that he gone is to the graue 
/Deaths pu liquc ryring boufc^ the Nunciusis. 

For though his line of life went loonc about. 

The life yet of his lines (hall neucr our. 



I1TGH HOLLAND . 


The poem by Hugh Holland in the First Folio. 

According to Bergsneider, David Haecx Sr. had an eldest son, David Haecx Jr. (d. 1626), by his 
first wife, Anna du Came (d. 1576), and this David Haecx Jr. was the author of the plays, 
using his illegitimate half-brother, William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon, as a front. 
According to Bergsneider, this theory is corroborated by certain poetic exercises by David 
Haecx Jr. held at the Museum Plantijn in Antwerp, presumably on the basis that these poetic 
exercises are (in some way) demonstrably by the same man who wrote the plays. Note that 
David Haecx Sr. had a son called William Haecx by his second wife, Anna Boel (Boule or Bull 
according to Bottrill) (d. 1581), sister of the composer, John Bull), 318 it appears, so David 
Haecx Jr. had a legitimate half-brother called William Haecx, as well as an illegitimate half- 
brother called William Haecx (but named William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon). 


317 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hugh Holland . 

318 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/John Bull (composer) . 
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Apparently Bergsneider also asserts that David Haecx Jr. had an illegitimate child (a third 
William Haecx - see next paragraph) by Anna Boel, his father's second wife. I guess that 
David Haecx Jr. fell in love with Anna Boel, but for some reason she ended up marrying his 
father, David Haecx Sr. - it's not unknown. This might be significant and help to account for 
the differences between Bergsneider's and Bottrill's interpretations. 

Bottrill's view of things is somewhat different. He states that, in about 1575, David Haecx Jr. 
had an illegitimate son by Anna Boel (d. 1581), second wife of his father, called William 
Haecx (presumably the illegitimate child of David Haecx Jr. and Anna Boel referred to in the 
preceding paragraph). In addition, Bottrill says that, in about 1585, David Haecx Jr. had an 
affair with a certain Anne Hathaway, which resulted in a daughter, Susanna (popularly 
believed to be the daughter of William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon). David Haecx Jr. 
arranged for William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon, the son of John Shaksper of 
Stratford-upon-Avon, to marry Anne Hathaway, who was much older, in return for a sum of 
money. Bottrill asserts that this William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon, son of John 
Shaksper, ran away not long afterwards and disappeared from the records. In the meantime, 
William Haecx, the illegitimate son of David Haecx Jr. by Anna Boel, was introduced into the 
Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon household, so that it consisted of Anne Hathaway, William 
Haecx (born about 1575), who adopted the surname 'Shaksper', and Susanna Haecx (born 
about 1583-1585, according to Wikipedia), who also used the surname 'Shaksper'. This 
means, if I have got this right, that 'William Shaksper' and 'Susanna Shaksper' were not 
father and daughter, as is commonly supposed, but half-brother and half-sister (having the 
same father), and ten years or so apart in age, one being David Haecx Jr's son by Anna Boel 
and the other being David Haecx Jr's daughter by Anne Hathaway. One supposes that John 
Shaksper would perhaps have accepted his daughter-in-law living with the person he knew 
as his own grand-daughter, Susanna, with an adopted child, William Haecx, as a member of 
the family, particularly if the wealthy Haecx family provided financial support, and it was, 
after all, his son, William, who had deserted his wife and 'child'. Does this explain William 
Shaksper's otherwise unexplained wealth? It is, after all, extremely unlikely that he made so 
much money either through being an actor/manager or a dealer (in grain, wool and other 
things) or a small-time money-lender. 

Shakespeare's Will - One word ignored for 400 years 

William Shaksper and his daughter, Susanna Shaksper, were, in fact, brother and sister? 
Ludicrous! 

But wait... In his will, 319 the most important legal document of his life, prepared with a 
lawyer's advice (an old friend it seems), checked and double-checked by him and the 
testator, signed and witnessed, William Shaksper left to Susanna's daughter, 'my Neece 
Elizabeth', one hundred pounds (in the event of the death of his daughter, Judith, within 
three years of the drafting of the will) and all his plate (silver), minus specified items. But if 
Elizabeth Hall was William Shaksper's niece, then her mother, Susanna, was not his daughter 


319 https://en.m.wikisource.org/wiki/Shakespeare's last will and testament . 


415 




but his sister, as Bottrill says. It is true that the will refers to Susanna as 'my daughter' but if 
he had been concealing the fact that Susanna was his sister for his entire life, then he would 
have continued to have referred to her as his daughter in his will - it would have been 
habitual by then. But he could (and apparently did) make a mistake when referring to 
Susanna's daughter; 'mistake' in the sense that he failed to conceal her true relationship to 
him - unless it was deliberate. And, of course, the will would presumably have been checked 
both by family members and family lawyers at the time of drafting, and they would have 
noticed any important factual errors. After all, if you leave property in a will to someone who 
doesn't exist (if you have no niece of that name) then the bequest must fail in law (be of no 
legal effect) - it would certainly be open to legal challenge on the basis that the identity of a 
beneficiary must be certain. A will is the one document, above all others, where it is critically 
important to properly identify people; not least because the author of the will won't be 
around (being dead) when it comes into effect. So how is it possible to make such a mistake? 
Of course, it is possible that it is a mistake and some people will undoubtedly make such an 
assertion without looking into the matter further. But William Shaksper made no other 
mistakes about his close relatives, so what if William Shaksper did not make a mistake and 
was actually trying to leave an important message for posterity? Should we dismiss such a 
possibility out of hand? Is it honest to do so? If William Shaksper had left an important 
message about his own identity in his will (such as 7 am not the William Shakespeare who 
wrote the plays') would we ignore it? No, of course not. So how can we ignore an important 
and matter-of-fact statement about the identity of his so-called 'grand-daughter', Elizabeth 
Hall, particularly when someone (Bottrill) has come up with an explanation of the matter? 
Are we not duty-bound to look into it? 

My view is that Shaksper was hedging his bets. If Susanna was not his daughter but his half- 
sister, then any legacy to her as his daughter would fail if challenged because she was not his 
daughter (he had no daughter called Susanna and you cannot make a bequest to a person 
who does not exist). Were this to happen then the assets concerned would go to Susanna's 
daughter, who is correctly described as his niece. So, his property goes to Susanna if the will 
is not challenged and to Susanna's daughter if the will is challenged. This is the only 
explanation that I can think of that makes some sort of sense of this extraordinary 
contradiction in the will. 
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Shakespeare's will - 'to my Neece Elizabeth Hall'. A message for those with eyes to see? Does 
this one word ('neece') blow all the mainstream Shakespeare theories out of the water? 

According to Bottrill, the connection between William Shaksper (William Haecx) and 'Thomas 
Heywood' (Thomas Salusbury) was Thomas Jenkins, the master at the Grammar School in 
Stratford-upon-Avon, who, he claims, knew Thomas Salusbury at university. Bottrill claims 
that Thomas Jenkins brought William Haecx to London in 1592, where he met Thomas 
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Salusbury. That was, apparently, the start of their strange partnership. Jenkins is another 
Welsh name by the way. 

So, the difference between Bergsneider's theory and Bottrill's theory is that Bergsneider 
believes that William Shaksper was the illegitimate son of David Haecx Sr. and Mary Arden, 
wife of John Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon, and that the plays were written by David 
Haecx Jr., David Haecx Sr's legitimate son by his first wife, Anna de Came, while Bottrill 
believes that William Shaksper was the illegitimate son of David Haecx Jr. and Anna Boel, 
second wife of David Haecx Sr., and that the plays were written by Thomas Salusbury, who 
went by the name 'Thomas Heywood' (but who wrote the plays using the name 'William 
Shakespeare'). Both agree that William Shaksper, the front man, was a member of the Haecx 
family. 

It is, of course, possible to simply detach the Haecx family from Bottrill's theory, in which 
case we are left with a William Shaksper who was the legitimate son of John Shaksper and 
his wife, Mary (nee Arden), of Stratford-upon-Avon, and who became a successful 
actor/manager on the London stage, and Thomas Salusbury, who wrote the plays using the 
name 'William Shakespeare' in some form of partnership or arrangement with William 
Shaksper. Of course, Bottrill built the Haecx scenario on the basis of the ciphers he says he 
found. He only brings the Haecx family into the picture because, according to him, the 
ciphers tell him to. On one level, the Thomas Salusbury theory is simpler and more attractive 
without the Haecx involvement but, based on the ciphers, Bottrill had to fit the Haecx family 
into the picture on the basis of the evidence available to him. I suppose it is reassuring that 
someone else (Bergsneider) also believed that the Haecx family comes into the picture, 
though not in the same way. 

Various people considered that Bottrill's 'duality theory' (the theory that Shakespeare was 
two people: Thomas Salusbury, known as 'Thomas Heywood' and William Haecx, claimed to 
be the mysterious 'Mr. W. H.' of the Sonnets, known as 'William Shakespeare') deserved 
further investigation. Carole Sue Lipman, Founder and President of the Shakespeare 
Authorship Roundtable (Santa Monica, California) said "I believe that Bottrill's duality theory 
of Shakespeare's identity deserves consideration although it is very complicated." Dr. Robert 
N. Lawson, Ph.D., Shakespeare Professor Emeritus at Washburn University, Topeka, Kansas, 
took the 'duality theory' sufficiently seriously to write a play about it. 

The secret cipher on the tomb - Did Shakespeare's grandpa kill a dragon? 

Of course! Can you doubt it? 

The identification of Thomas Salusbury as Shakespeare was initially based on deciphering 
secret messages which Bottrill claims to have found in various sources, including some of 
Shakespeare's works, front material and on his alleged tombstone. The idea is, as I 
understand it, that it is, to all intents and purposes, impossible that the messages are 
coincidental when considered as a whole because they paint a coherent overall picture. This 
would mean that 'Shakespeare', in dedicating The Phoenix and the Turtle to Sir John 
Salusbury, was, in fact, dedicating the poem to his own brother. 
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The theory that Thomas Salusbury was not executed in 1586, but escaped abroad for some 
years (to Spain), is said to account for Shakespeare's 'lost years' between 1585 and 1592, 
when he simply 'disappeared off the face of the earth'. It appears that religion was a key 
factor in the secrecy that surrounded Salusbury/Heywood, 320 because Thomas Salusbury was 
a Roman Catholic. The other factor was the Salusbury family's royal descent and their 
potential claim to the throne. 



Shakespeare's grave in Stratford-upon-Avon. 

According to Bottrill's theory, the message on Shakespeare's grave: 

GOOD FREND FOR JESUS SAKE FORBEARE 
TO DIGG THE DUST ENCLOASED HEARE, 

BLEST BE YE MAN Yt SPARES THES STONES 
AND CURST BE HE Yt MOVES MY BONES. 

is divided into lines of 16 characters as follows: 

GoodFrendForJesu 
sSakeForbeareToD 
iggTheDustEncloa 
sedHeareBlesteBe 
YeManYtSparesThe 
sStonesAndCurstB 
eHeYtMovesMyBones 


320 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Religious views of William Shakespeare . 
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which, separating the capital letters, becomes: 


G F F J 

S F T D 

T D E 

H B B 

Y M Y S T 

S A C B 

H Y M M B 


oodrendoresu 

sakeorbeareo 

iggheustncloa 

sedearelestee 

eantpareshe 

stonesndurst 

eetovesyones 


which, using the spare letters in the right-hand column line by line, with carry forward where 
necessary (unused letters in a line can be carried forward to the next line), becomes: 

Gods F/vor F/rd Jon 
Sa/sbr/ For Ta/k Do-ng 
u/cl To Dath Egis 
H/ B/d/a/ B/st/r/-l-s 
Yt Man Ye Sha/sp/r T.s. 

Son Advnt/rss Ct. B. 

Hus Ye M/t/1 Mons Bey 


that is: 


God's favor fired John 
Salusbury for (the) task, doing 
(his) uncle to death (as) egis. 

He (was) Bodiau's bastard, Leonard Salusbury. 

That man yclept Shakespeare (is) Thomas Salusbury, 
son (of) adventuress Catherine of Berain, 
husy (of) ye mortal moon's bey. 

• Leonard Salusbury, apparently a bastard child of Sir John Salusbury (d. 1578), was the 
man who Bottrill believed was executed instead of Thomas Salusbury (he was 
terminally ill apparently). 321 

• 'Bodiau' means 'of the thumbs' and refers to 'Sion y Bodiau' or 'John of the thumbs' 
(Sir John Salusbury (d. 1578)), grandfather of Thomas Salusbury, who was reputed to 
have had two thumbs on each hand. Legend has it that he killed a dragon, called 'Y 
Bych' ('The Dragon'), which was ravaging the Denbigh area. Having slain the dragon. 
Sir John said in a loud voice "Nid oes dim bych mwy!" Hence the name of Denbigh 
(which is 'Dimbych' in Welsh, meaning 'No more dragon'), which is pronounced 


321 Dwnn, Lewys, and Meyrick, Samuel Rush; Heraldic visitations of Wales and part of the 
marches between the years 1586 and 1613; Llandovery; William Rees; 1846; Vol. 2; p. 331; 
http://books.google.ca/books?id=vt4 AAAAcAAJ&pg=PA331#v=onepage&q&f=false . 
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"Dimbych" by native-born Denbighites - apparently. I suspect that the dragon legend 
is much older and has been attached to the wrong 'John Salusbury 1 . 

• 'husy' means 'hussy' or 'wife'. 

• 'Mortal moon' apparently refers to Queen Elizabeth and 'Mortal moon's bey' was a 
nickname given to Sir Richard Clough, second husband of Katheryn of Berain. He was 
called 'bey' because he had gone on a pilgrimage to Jerusalem, which was then in the 
Ottoman empire. 



Sir John Salusbury ('John of the Thumbs') slaying 'Y Bych', the Denbigh dragon. He has 
blindfolded his horse, which would have fled in terror had it seen the dragon. Who fights the 
dragon? The phoenix of course. 

It is clear that merely rearranging a combination of letters to fit within the framework of a 
number of capital letters can give rise to multiple possible meaningful solutions (in that the 
result makes some sort of logical and grammatical sense - allowing for abbreviation). In this 
sense the cipher system discovered by Bottrill is not a proper cipher system at all, because 
one of the key requirements of a proper cipher system is that it follows scientific rules which 
allow for only one answer, according to William and Elizabeth Friedman in their The 
Shakespearean Ciphers Examined. 322 Bottrill himself says: 'It's not really a cipher system in 
the normal sense of the word, for it doesn't have a separate key, probably for fear of too 


322 Friedman, William and Elizabeth; The Shakespearean Ciphers Examined; Cambridge 
University Press; 1957; Ch. 2; Cryptology as a science. 
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early discovery , or of the loss of the key with the death of those who knew about it. ' 323 
Nonetheless, the general type of system described by Bottrill (one that allows multiple 
answers) was used in that period, including by Galileo and Huygens. 324 To this extent, the 
cipher system described by Bottrill cannot be dismissed as invalid on the basis that it was not 
of a type used in that period; it was. Unsatisfactory and frustrating certainly, because the 
proposed result cannot be proved scientifically, but valid nonetheless to the extent 
described. Bottrill's argument was that his proposed solutions across a number of texts 
make a coherent story when considered as a whole, which makes it more likely that he has 
arrived at the correct answer. This cannot make him provably right, but it might make him 
probably right; it certainly makes him possibly right. More than that we cannot say. 



The tomb of Sir John Salusbury of Lleweni (d. 1578), 'Sir John of the Thumbs', and his wife, 
Jane Myddelton, in St. Marcella's Church, Whitchurch Road, Denbigh LL16 4ER. The figures 
round the base of the tomb are their children. St. Marcella is a Roman Catholic saint, but 
Marchell, a first cousin of King Arthur, was the saint of Whitchurch, near Denbigh. She is the 
original saint of this church built on the site of her hermitage. So, the Salusbury family vault 
is in a church dedicated to King Arthur's first cousin, Marchell. 325 Twm o'r Nant, 'the 
Cambrian Shakespeare', is buried in the churchyard. 326 


323 The Will Shakespeare Who Dunit; 

http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/The Will Shakespeare Who Dunit.pdf; p. 39. 

324 Friedman, William and Elizabeth; The Shakespearean Ciphers Examined; Cambridge 
University Press; 1957; p. 16-17. 

325 Blake, Steve; Lloyd, Scott; The Lost Legend of Arthur; Rider; 2004; p.96. 

326 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Twm o'r Nant . 
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Elizabethan ciphers generally 

One has to be very careful about ciphers in Shakespeare's works because it seems to be 
possible to find almost anything one is looking for if one tries hard enough. How do we 
explain the fact that Oxfordians have found numerous references to 'de Vere', while, at the 
same time, Baconians have found just as many references to 'Bacon 1 ? If you identify certain 
key numbers as significant for some reason (like 33, 53 and so on), as well as certain shapes 
(a 3,4,5 triangle, a square, a circle, a cross), allow for reversal of words as well as mis-spelling 
(such as 'Bacan' instead of 'Bacon' or 'Ver' instead of 'Vere'), then, by trying combinations of 
numbers and shapes, it must become easier to find secret messages in Shakespeare's works. 
In such circumstances, it is almost impossible, in my view, to come to a definite conclusion 
about any secret message found by such methods, though I would accept that it is 
conceivable that one could reach a point where there are so many coincidences that they 
simply cannot be coincidences, particularly where mistakes or oddities which can hardly be 
accidental play a key role. I suppose the key question that one is always left with is 'How 
likely is it that this is just an accident?' Stratfordians never reach this point; they just roll 
their eyes at the merest suggestion of ciphers, in spite of the fact that it is well-known that 
ciphers were widely used at the time and that certain things point strongly towards their use 
in Shakespeare's works (such as the first letters in the lines of a poem not aligning, so that 
certain letters are more prominent than others). 

Nonetheless, it is a relatively straightforward matter to draw some obvious legal conclusions 
from those texts which appear to hide ciphers. I say 'legal 1 because we can prove matters to 
the standard of proof used in civil courts; the balance of probabilities (that is, greater than 
50% probability). Let's look at the dedication of the Sonnets, for example, which says: 
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TO. THE .ONLIE. BEGET TER.OF. 
THESE .INSVING. SONNETS. 
M'.W. H. ALL.HAPPIN ESSE. 
AND.THAT.fcTERN IT IE. 
PROMISED. 

BY. 

OVR.EVERLI VING.POET. 
WISHETH. 

THE. WELL-WISHING. 
ADVENTVRER. IN. 
SETTING. 

FORTH. 


r. t. 


So let's ask some questions: 
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3. Is this non-standard 
format merely artistic 
fancy (a matter of visual 
design) or something 
else? 

There is no apparent artistic purpose to the format, so 
there must be some other reason. 

4. What other reason? 

Clearly, the non-standard format of the dedication is 
intended to convey something to the reader. 

5. What is it intended to 
convey to the reader? 

Well, it must be a message of some sort and since that 
message is not expressly stated, it is hidden. We are 
therefore looking at a hidden (secret) message. 

6. What sort of hidden 
message? 

Clearly, something which cannot be stated openly, unless 
the hidden message is entirely frivolous. This excludes 
one obvious message, namely a message that the author 
is Shakespeare since this is stated openly on the title 
page. 

7. So, what sort of thing 
cannot be stated 
openly? 

1 can think of only two types of possible hidden message; 
one concerning the identity of the author, the other 
concerning the identity of people addressed or referred 
to in the Sonnets (such as the 'fair youth' and the 'dark 
lady'). The hidden message could concern either or both. 
These two things are connected in the sense that 
revealing one of them might also reveal the other. 

8. So, where does that 
take us? 

If the message reveals the author's name, this can only 
be because the author is not Shaksper of Stratford. If, on 
the other hand, the message reveals the identity of one 
or more people referred to/addressed in the Sonnets, 
evidently, those identities were only concealed in the 
first place because they were people of rank and 
probably members of the nobility. The problem here is 
that although Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon was 
successful, respected and relatively wealthy (for 
someone of his background), he was most definitely not 
of a rank which allowed him to mix with people of rank, 
at least not in a way which would allow him to write 
intimate poems to them or about them, whether private 
or public. The essential question here is whether, on the 
balance of probabilities, Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon 


424 
















































could have had a relationship of the type revealed in the 
Sonnets with a person of such rank and prominence that 
his/her identity had to be concealed. The answer is that it 
is highly unlikely, which means that, on the balance of 
probabilities, we must conclude that no such relationship 
existed. Certainly, there is no evidence of such a 
relationship. Shakespeare may have dedicated Venus and 
Adonis and The Rape of Lucrece to the Earl of 
Southampton, but there is no evidence of any 
relationship between them, or even of any response by 
the earl. Essentially, the dedications were ignored, as one 
would expect. Shaksper might have seen the Earl of 
Southampton on occasion, but he would never have got 
close enough to him on a sufficient number of occasions 
to develop any sort of emotional feelings about him, and, 
in any event, such feelings on the part a person of 
Shaksper's rank for a person of Southampton's rank 
would have been simply inconceivable (because 
unforgivably impertinent and deeply inappropriate). In 
summary, if the sonnets are about/addressed to people 
of rank, as they were, even if that fact is not confirmed 
by a hidden message, they were written by a person of 
rank - and Shaksper was not a person of rank. 

Remember, we are talking about what is probable here, 
not about what might have been possible even if highly 
improbable. We only need to conclude that it is more 
likely than not that Shaksper did not write sonnets 
about/addressed to people of rank. 


So, by a series of simple questions with clear and obvious answers, and without even 
considering what the code means, but based on the mere fact that codes were employed at 
all, we have come to the conclusion that Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon did not write the 
Sonnets, and we have done this to the legal standard of proof used in civil courts (the 
balance of probabilities). In other words, on the basis of the above argument, a civil court 
would rule that Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon was not the author of the Sonnets; the 
Sonnets were written by a courtier to people of similar rank and Shaksper was not such a 
person. Case closed, M'Lud. 
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Thomas Salusbury 



The Turtle Dove by Sophie Anderson (1823-1903). Was Thomas Salusbury the turtle dove to 
Mary, Queen of Scots, as the phoenix? 



The real William Shakespeare? My ancestor, Thomas Salusbury of Lleweni, Denbigh (1564- 
1586). Note that he was born in the same year as Shakespeare per Foster's Alumni 
Oxonienses (p. 1305), but some sources say that he was born in 1561. The motto 'Posse et 
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nolle nobile' means 'To have power and not use it is noble .' or, in effect, 'Be ruled by your 
head and not your heart.' or 'Don’t get carried away by your passions.' or 'Justice cannot be 
done with a vindictive mind.' or, as in The Merchant of Venice (Act IV, Scene i): 

'The quality of mercy is not strained. 

It droppeth as the gentle rain from heaven 
Upon the place beneath. It is twice blessed: 

It blesseth him that gives and him that takes. 

'Tis mightiest in the mightiest. It becomes 
The throned monarch better than his crown.' 

Possibly a reference to his death sentence for treason. See also Sonnet 94: 

'They that have power to hurt, and will do none. 

That do not do the thing they most do show, 327 
Who, moving others, are themselves as stone, 

Unmoved, cold, and to temptation slow; 

They rightly do inherit heaven's graces. 

And husband nature's riches from expense; 

They are the lords and owners of their faces, 

Others, but stewards of their excellence.' 

The motto 'Posse et nolle nobile' was not the Salusbury family motto. That was 'Sat est 
prostrasse leoni' ('It is enough to prostrate yourself before the lion') as shown below. So 
Thomas Salusbury adopted a different motto (and arms) for himself. It is worth noting that 
the dedication in Love's Martyr to Sir John Salusbury includes Thomas Salusbury's motto, not 
that of the Salusbury family, which Sir John would have used. Sir John's portrait, as it 
appears in A tour in Wales by Thomas Pennant (1726-1798), uses the proper family arms 
(again, unlike Thomas Salusbury) so, logically, he would have used the motto associated with 
those arms. My view is that the use of Thomas Salusbury's motto in that place was 
deliberate and was intended to show (to those who would understand) that Thomas 
Salusbury was 'involved' in some way with Love's Martyr, which, as I argue here, is as the 
turtle dove. 


327 People who show passion but are not ruled by it. 
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Thomas Salusbury, a true Musketeer in spirit, who actually risked his life to save a queen 
(Mary, Queen of Scots), on the left, and Oliver Reed as Athos, who risked his life to save a 
queen (Anne of Austria) in The Three Musketeers, on the right. If you think about it, Thomas 
Salusbury looks rather like Sir Tom Jones, the singer. Well, I think so. 



Thomas Salusbury on the left; Sir Tom Jones on the right. 
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The Salusbury family of North Wales 

Family history 



The Salusbury coat of arms as depicted in St. Marcella's Church, Denbigh, the family 
mausoleum - 'Gules (red background), a lion rampant argent (silver or white), ducally 
crowned or (gold) between three crescents of the last (gold)'. The motto means 'It is enough 
to prostrate yourself before the lion' or 'I'll be quite happy if you grovel' or 'Grovel, peasant!' 

The Salusbury family was a prominent gentry family of North Wales. Apart from several 
knighthoods, they were untitled until Henry Salusbury (1589-1632) was created a baronet in 
1619. The family claimed descent from an Adam de Salzburgh, captain of the garrison at 
Denbigh in the time of Henry II (1133-1189), who, it is said, was a grandson of Eberhard, 
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Duke of Bavaria, 328 son of Arnulf, Duke of Bavaria (d. 93 7), 329 whose mother, Cunigunde of 
Swabia, was a grand-daughter of Louis the German, 330 grandson of Charlemagne. 331 This 
descent is regarded with some scepticism (that is, it is dismissed) by some scholarly 
authorities, who consider that the family probably came from Herefordshire, although a 
Herefordshire origin does not necessarily exclude an earlier continental origin. 

The main line of the family of Salusbury of Lleweni is as follows: 

Adam de Salzburgh (living temp Henry II) = Not known 

Adam de Salzburgh = Joyce de Pomfret/Damfret (sometimes Pontefract) 

Alexander de Salusbury = Not known 

Thomas Salusbury = Joyce (or Sislie/Cecily) Mandeville 

Sir John Salusbury (d. 1229) = Katherine St. Maur 

Sir Henry Salusbury of Lleweni = Nest Ferch Cynwrig Fychan Ap Cynwrig Sais 
William Salusbury of Lleweni = Margaret Ferch Daffyd Ap Cynwrig Ap Philip Phiedan 
Ralph Salusbury of Lleweni = Margaret Ferch leuan Ap Cadwgan Ap Llywarch 
Henry Salusbury of Lleweni = Agnes Courtois 

Thomas Salusbury 'Hen' of Lleweni (d. 1471) = Elizabeth/Ellen Donne 
Sir Thomas Salusbury of Lleweni (d. 1505) = Janet Griffith 
Sir Roger Salusbury of Lleweni (d. 1530) = Elizabeth Puleston 
Sir John Salusbury of Lleweni (d. 1578) = Jane Myddelton 
John Salusbury of Lleweni (d. 1565) = Katheryn of Berain 

Sir John Salusbury of Lleweni (d. 1612), younger brother of Thomas Salusbury (x.1586) = 

Ursula Stanley, illegitimate daughter of Henry Stanley, 4 th Earl of Derby 

Sir Henry Salusbury of Lleweni, 1st Bt. (d. 1632) = Hester Myddelton of Chirk 

Sir Thomas Salusbury of Lleweni, 2nd baronet (d. 1643) = Hester Tyrrell 

Sir Thomas Salusbury of Lleweni, 3rd Bt. (d. 1658), who died without issue 

Sir John Salusbury of Lleweni, 4th and last baronet (d. 1684), brother of the 3rd baronet, 

who died without issue (Lleweni then passed to his sister Hester Salusbury, wife of Sir Robert 

Cotton of Combermere and Lleweni, 1st baronet, who died in 1712) 

So the main branch of the Salusbury family (Salusbury of Lleweni) became extinct in the 
male line in 1684. Other branches of the family were Salusbury of Rug and Salusbury of 
Bachygraig. 


328 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eberhard, Duke of Bavaria . 

329 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Arnulf, Duke of Bavaria . 

330 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Louis the German . 

331 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Charlemagne . 
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The Dictionary of Welsh Biography says: 


'In the course of time the Salusburies became entirely Welsh, and had meanwhile built up a 
considerable estate centred upon Lleweni. The five sons of Thomas Salusbury, killed at the 
battle of Barnet (1471) were all men of substance. FFOWC SALUSBURY, his second son, had 
become dean of S. Asaph before 1505 and held the appointment until his death in 1543. 

Three others had acquired estates of their own: Henry Salusbury at Llanrhaeadr, Robert 
Salusbury at Plas Isa, Llanrwst, and John Salusbury at Bachymbyd. The eldest son and heir 
was THOMAS SALUSBURY (died 1505), who fought at the battle of Blackheath (1497) and 
was, in consequence, knighted by Henry VII - the first of a stream of honours and officers 
which the family earned by their support of the Tudor dynasty. Thomas was succeeded by his 
son Sir ROGER SALUSBURY (died 1530). The latter’s eldest surviving son, JOHN SALUSBURY, 
was made a Knight of the Carpet by Edward VI at his coronation, and married Jane, daughter 
of David Myddleton of Chester (a member of the Gwenynog family); he was sheriff of 
Denbighshire in 1542 and in 1575, chamberlain of North Wales, and Member of Parliament 
for his county 1547-52, in 1553,1554, and in 1554-5. In the dispute between the earl of 
Leicester and the squires of North Wales he was careful to keep on the right side of the earl. 
This Sir John must be clearly distinguished from his uncle, JOHN SALUSBURY, fourth son of Sir 
Thomas Salusbury; unfortunately, in the past, activities, and even the pseudonym, of the 
uncle have generally been attributed to the nephew. John Salusbury the uncle (nicknamed 
'Sion y Bodiau,' i.e. 'John of the Thumbs,' presumably because of a deformity) achieved an 
outstanding position in Denbighshire during his nephew's nonage as an indefatigable agent 
of Henry VIII, in whose household he served as sewer of the chamber and squire of the body; 
he was steward of the lordship of Denbigh, constable of Denbigh castle, and first 
chamberlain of the newly-formed county of Denbigh, being also sheriff in 1541, Member of 
Parliament (whether for county or borough is unknown) in 1539, and knight of the shire in 
1542. As a leader of the English force in Ireland in 1534-5 this John Salusbury was a member 
of the Council of Ireland. 

Sir John Salusbury's eldest son and heir, another JOHN SALUSBURY, predeceased him by 
twelve years in 1566; he was the first husband of the celebrated Katheryn of Be rain, 
daughter of Tudur ap Robert of Berain, and had been Member of Parliament for the borough 
of Denbigh in 1554. John left two sons, THOMAS SALUSBURY, the elder, who was executed 
for treason in 1586, and JOHN SALUSBURY (1567 -1612), who inherited the estate. John was 
admitted to Jesus College, Oxford, on 24 November 1581, at the age of 14, and in November 
1586 married Ursula Stanley, illegitimate daughter of Henry, earl of Derby. His elder brother's 
disgrace had thrown the family into eclipse and made John the target of numerous local 
enemies, among them the junior branch of the family, the Salusburies of Rug, whose growing 
estates around Ruthin were making them serious rivals to the parent house for leadership in 
Denbighshire. John fought a duel at Chester in March 1593 with one of the hangers-on of the 
Rug house, captain Owen Salusbury of Holt (grandson of 'John of the Thumbs') and had to 
take to flight in order to avoid arrest. Sion Tudur refers to this quarrel in a cywydd written on 
this occasion, in which he deplores the family differences between the Salusburies of Lleweni 
and of Rug (N.L.W. Llanst. MS. 124/628). Two years later, in March 1594/5, John entered the 
Middle Temple to study law, and for the next ten years he spent much of his time in London. 
He served the queen as squire of the body, to which post he was appointed in 1595. In June 
1601 he was dubbed knight by Elizabeth herself, no doubt as a reward for his part in 
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suppressing the Essex revolt. Six months later; on 16 December; he was elected Member of 
Parliament for Denbighshire - the initial attempt at an election in October having been 
abandoned when Sir John and his party had come within an ace of fighting a pitched battle 
at Wrexham with his enemies. Sir Richard Trevor of Trefalun, Sir John Lloyd of Llanrhaeadr, 
and captain John Salusbury of Rug. Sir John was something of a poet; he wrote in English, 
and in the manner of his time, a number of sonnets and love lyrics which have little literary 
merit but throw light on the works of Shakespeare and other contemporary poets (see 
Carleton Brown, Poems by Sir John Salusbury and Robert Chester). He does not appear to 
have returned to London after Elizabeth's death, and his later years were clouded by the 
persistent attempts of his enemies to discredit him in the eyes of the new king and his court. 

Sir John died 24 July 1612 leaving Lleweni to his son HENRY SALUSBURY (1589 -1632), who, 
like his father, became a student at the Middle Temple (in November 1607), and was created 
a baronet in November 1619. On his death at the end of July 1632 Henry was succeeded by 
his son. Sir Thomas Salusbury (1612 -1643), the poet and 2nd baronet, and he, in 1643, by 
his son THOMAS SALUSBURY (1634 - 57/8), who died unmarried on 23 March 1657/8. The 
estates were inherited by his brother, JOHN SALUSBURY (died 1684), 4th and last baronet, 
who was Member of Parliament for Denbigh borough 1661-81. When he died without issue 
on 23 May 1684 the estate passed to his sister Hester (died 1710), wife of Sir Robert Cotton 
of Combermere. His great-great-grandson. Sir Robert Salusbury Cotton, sold Lleweni to the 
hon. Thomas Fitzmaurice, brother of the 1st marquess of Lansdowne, c. 1775. Sir Thomas 
Cotton's third daughter, Hester Maria, married John Salusbury of Bachygraig (1710 -1762), 
governor of Nova Scotia and a descendant of Roger Salusbury (son of Sir John Salusbury, the 
chamberlain of North Wales), who had married Ann, daughter and heiress of Sir Richard 
Clough of Bachygraig. The celebrated Hester Lynch Piozzi (1741 -1821) was the daughter of 
Hester Maria and John Salusbury.' 

Ancient and Modern Denbigh says: 

'According to our Welsh records, Lleweni was originally called Llysmarchweithian, the Court 
of Marchweithian [ancestor of Katherine of Berain] one of the founders of the Fifteen Tribes, 
or patrician families, of North Wales; but tradition makes it to have been nothing more than 
Pwll-y-Llyffant, or Toad's Pool, until Sir John y Bodiau slew the white lioness in the Tower of 
London, and was, henceforth, commanded by the king to bear a white lioness ("llewen") on 
his shield, and set one over his hall door; and thence called the place Lleweni. This evidently 
refers to the heraldic motto - Sat est prostrasse leoni. Indeed, the author, although a very 
sanguine Welshman, cannot help coming to the conclusion that it is quite possible that 
Lleweni may be a Welsh corruption of the Latin 'leoni', the very word inscribed over the 
entrance of the ancient palace, as its being an English 'barbarism' of the Welsh 'Llwyni' or 
'groves’. It is not known to what the legend refers, but it may be rendered, "It is enough to 
have prostrated to a lion, - to have done homage to a lion" or, "it is no disgrace to have 
succumbed to a lion," or, "the magnanimous lion requires no more than homage as a title to 
the territory." Most of these heraldic mottoes are ambiguous. Whether these armorial 
bearings refer to any grant or title from Richard Coeur de Lion we know not. The three 
crescents and Saracen (as seen under Sir John y Bodiau's head) evidently refer to the 
Crusades. 
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The ancient palace of Lleweni was, in its time, one of the most princely mansions of North 
Wales, and although it stood on a dead level, surrounded by its extensive Forest, it 
commanded an enchanting view of the Castle and Town of Denbigh, - a city built on a hill; its 
eastern side. The original house was built in 720 A. D. This venerable and interesting mansion 
was taken down for materials to build Kinmel Palace. The old Lleweni Library (a collection of 
ancient, curious and rare works, valuable MSS, connected with the history of the Salusbury 
family, and the annals of Denbigh Castle; paintings of old masters, &c.,) became either 
scattered or lost. The fine-toned old organ, which once stood in the great hall, is that now in 
St. Flilary's Chapel [Denbigh], The late Lord Dinorben's father also cut down the remains of 
the ancient forest, and realized a very large sum of money by the timber, having bought 
Lleweni for £209,000, much less, it is said, than the real value of the estate.' 

Denbighshire Flistorical Society Transactions says: 

'Before his [Sir Robert Salusbury Cotton's] death the Lleweni estate had been sold to the Flon. 
Thomas Fitzmaurice. The subsequent history of Lleweni may be of interest. Briefly, what 
happened was that Fitzmaurice erected there a large bleaching works at a cost of £20,000 
for the treatment of linen woven on his Irish estate. Lleweni was sold and re-sold, and after 
the bankruptcy of Lord Kirkwall the works were closed down. Richard Fenton visited Lord 
Kirkwall at Lleweni in 1808. Unfortunately he does not give any details of the hall, but after a 
long description of the magnificent Gloddaeth Flail near Llandudno he adds: "But this hall is 
nothing to that at Lleweni either in size or perfection of costume." Lleweni was afterwards 
bought by the Dinorben family for £209,000, and the remains of the ancient forest cut down. 
The Flail was dismantled and some of the material used in extending Kinmel Flail. The 
collection of paintings, etc., was dispersed, and the organ which stood in the great hall was 
taken to St. Flilary's Church, Denbigh. The present Lleweni Flail is used as a farmhouse, and is 
not mentioned by the Inspectors of Ancient Monuments Commission for Denbighshire 
(1911).' 
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Hester Lynch Salusbury (Hester Thrale) by Sir Joshua Reynolds (1781). 332 


332 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hester Thrale . 
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Lleweni Hall in 1789 from Angus's Seats. This must be from the west of the house looking 
east towards the Clwydian Hills in the background. The three right-hand chimneys must 
match the three left-hand chimneys in the picture below. The hall apparently had over 200 
rooms. The birthplace of Thomas Salusbury/William Shakespeare. The picture must have 
been done from about Google map ref: 53.205120, -3.378483. 
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Lleweni Hall in 1792 from Hoare's Welsh Views. This is the back of the house (the River 
Clwyd side). The surviving part of the house (see below) seems to be that part above the 
word 'Hall', with the pediment (the one without the window), and the windows to the left of 
that. 
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Lleweni Hall today, which looks like the remaining part of the original hall. The River Clwyd in 
the foreground. 

Sir Roland de Velville - 'gwr o lin brenhinoedd ag o waed ieirll i gyd oedd' ('a 
man of kingly line and of earl's blood') 

Thomas Salusbury's descent from King Henry VII was via his mother, Katheryn of Berain, 
known as 'The Mother of Wales' on account of her four husbands and her numerous 
descendants in the aristocracy and gentry of North Wales. Katheryn of Berain was the 
daughter of Tudor ap Robert Fychan of Berain (son of Robert Fychan ap Tudor of Berain and 
Grace Conway, daughter of John Conway of Bodrhyddan) 333 and Jane Velville. Jane Velville 
was the daughter of Sir Roland de Velville (1471/4-1535), Constable of Beaumaris Castle, and 
Agnes Griffith, of the Griffiths of Penrhyn, the senior branch of the Tudor family. Sir Roland 
de Velville was a natural son of King Henry VII, born to an unknown Breton woman during 
the period of his exile in Brittany. 

'In the estimate of historians, all of the Tudor kings (apart from the boy king, Edward), likely 
were fathers of illegitimate children, as well. Sir Roland de Vieilleville, for example, for over 
four centuries, has been almost unanimously reputed by historians to be the bastard son of 
Henry VII (whose own father's legitimacy, it should be noted, was itself actively disputed, old 
Henry Tudor himself being but the descendent of Catherine de Valois and Owen ap Meredith 


333 http://www.bodrhyddan.co.uk/ . 
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op Tudor; a groom in the royal stables); 334 indeed, de Vieilleville's status as a bastard son of 
Henry VII is prominently attested today in works as significant as the Dictionary of Welsh 
Biography.' - Boyle, William; A Poet's Rage: Understanding Shakespeare through authorship 
studies; Forever Press; Kindle Edition. 

It appears that Velville is a French translation of the Breton name, Cosquer ('so maison 
appellee en langue bretonne du Cosquer, ou de la Vieuxville en langue frangoise' - Archives 
Departementales des Cotes d'Armor; 2 E 422; Famille Lanloup, Kerbouric (de); p. 2). The 
Breton for 'old' ('vieille 1 or 'vieux' in French) is 'cos' or 'coz' and the Breton for 'village manor' 
or 'village' ('ville' in French) is 'ker' - sometimes spelled 'quer' or 'kaer' historically. A Cosquer 
(also sometimes Coasker or variants of) family lived at the Chateau de Rosanbo, near 
Lanvellec, Brittany, and their descendants in the female line, the Marquises of Rosanbo, still 
live there today. The coat of arms of this family is 'D'orau sanglier passant de sable' (that is, 
'Or [gold], a boar passant sable [black]'), which arms were attributed to Roland de Velville in 
his own lifetime, making it likely that his mother was a member of this family. 



A 'boar passant' in the grounds of the Chateau of Rosanbo, Lanvellec, Brittany. 


334 In fact, he was an Esquire of the Body, and thus a senior courtier occupying a position of 
the very highest trust. 
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Chateau of Rosanbo, Lanvellec, Brittany. 

A Roland de Cosquer (which translates into French as Roland de Velville) was recorded in 
Caouennec-Lanvezeac in 1426. In 1476 the manor of Cosquer was held by Yvon de Quelen, 
who was probably the daughter of Typhaine de Quelenec, daughter of the Viscount of Faou 
en Rosnoen. They seem to have owned the Chateau de Bienassis, near Erquy, at that time. 335 
In his Henry VII: The Maligned Tudor King (Amberley Publishing; 2016), Tony Breverton notes 
that Flenry Tudor, when he first arrived in Brittany, was in the care of Jean de Quelenec, 
Viscount of Faou, Admiral of Brittany, Chamberlain to the Duke of Brittany and Captain of 
Brest (and therefore probably second only to the Duke himself in terms of power and 
status). This points to a possible derivation of the name Velville; namely, that Roland de 
Velville's mother was a relation of the Jean de Quelenec, Viscount of Faou, and took his 
name from their manor of Cosquer. Perhaps Yvon de Quelen was Sir Roland de Velville's 
mother, who, because she held the manor, presumably must have been either an heiress or 
a widow, and thus unmarried. Roland's mother may have been named Jeanne, as a 'French 
lady' of that name was present at Roland's first public appearance in England, on 11th 
November 1494, at a tournament at Westminster Flail, when dressed 'in russet sarsaret', 
before the King, Queen and the three children then living. Fie took an active part on all four 
days of the event, and impressed all who saw him with his skills with the lance. 


335 https://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ch%C3%A2teau de Bienassis . 
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The Chateau de Bienassis, Erquy, Brittany. 

Velville's armorial quartering (per M. P. Siddons in his The Development of Welsh Heraldry 
(1993)) of 'Argent, a lion rampant gules, crowned or' appears to be the arms of the family of 
Goyon or Gouyon, a very distinguished family that eventually succeeded to the Principality 
of Monaco. His quartering of 'Argent three chevrons sable' might be the family of Comenan 
(or Comelan). His quartering of 'Argent three bars gules' might be the family of Trogoff, or 
possibly Kerautem. His quartering of 'Argent three bars sable' might be the family of Kerimel 
His quartering of 'Argent a lion rampant gules' might be the family of Testard or Coetredrez. 
These are all Breton families. 

Velville was referred to as 'o man of a kingly line 1 ('gwr o lin brenhinoedd') in an elegy 
composed on his death in 1535 by the Anglesey bard, Dafydd Alaw (quoted in Welsh in 
Jones, D. C.; " The Bulkeleys of Beaumaris. 1440-1547"-, Anglesey Antiquarian Society and 
Field Club Transactions-, 1961; p. 8). The quotation also refers to Velville as 'of earl's blood' 
('gwr o lin brenhinoedd ag o waed ieirll i gyd oedd'), which, given the context, can only refer 
to Henry Vll's father, Edmund Tudor (d. 1456), Earl of Richmond, or Henry VII himself who 
was Earl of Richmond from birth, being born posthumously. 

William Cynwal (Christ Church MS 184, f. 220v, poem addressed to John Salisbury in 1586 or 
1587): 

'Oth nain bv Iwyth ai yn y blaen 
Bwrw at Sr. Rplant Brytaen . . . 

Dy lin o waed Brenhinoedd 
Ac o rywleirll holl Loygr oedd' 
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'From your grandmother [Jane Velville] you issued from a tribe who excelled , 

Sir Roland of Brittany was your ancestor... 

Your line issued from the blood of kings, 

And was of the race of the earls of all England.' 

Lewys Dwnn (poem (1602) in praise of the four sons of Sir John Salisbury in Roberts, Enid 
(ed.); Gwaith Sion Tudur; Cardiff; 1980; p. 42): 

'Ach bron y goron a'i gwaed’ 

'Of a line near to the crown and of its blood.' 



The Arundel MS 66 f201r (1490). 336 Henry VII being presented with a book on astrology in 
1490. Who is the youth in the bottom left? A page holding a dog? Possibly. It cannot be 
Prince Arthur because he was born in 1486, so he would have been 4 years old. It cannot be 
Prince Henry (later Henry VIII) because he was born in 1491. And yet there is a crown 


336 http://www.bl.uk/manuscripts/Viewer.aspx?ref=arundel ms 66 f201r . 
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floating over his head. Is this just embroidery on the sleeve of the man behind the boy? 
Possibly, but it seems to be floating in mid-air - and the boy seems to be looking up at it. In 
fact, the crown just overlaps part of the wearer's collar, so the perspective is of an object 
floating in front of two other objects (the sleeve and the collar) which are not at the same 
depth in the picture. Also, the crown is almost on the back of the man's coat. If it was on his 
sleeve, surely it would be lower down and further to the right. All in all, the positioning of 
the crown is very odd. Could the boy be Roland de Velville, who would have been about 16 
at the time? It's a tantalizing possibility. Would a page have stood in front of the throne and 
so close to it? Perhaps. Perhaps it is just artistic licence, intended to add interest and variety 
to the scene? Perhaps. The youth's right-hand sleeve is gold, presumably cloth of gold. Did 
pages wear such rich attire? I doubt it and, in fact, under the sumptuary laws of the time 
cloth of gold could only be worn by members of the royal family and peers . 337 So, it would 
seem that the boy must either be a member of the royal family or a peer at the very least. 
The depiction of Henry VII is clearly intended to be a likeness. The three men presenting the 
book to Henry VII also seem to be likenesses. The youth also appears to be a likeness, in the 
sense that it shows character and does not seem to be a generic depiction. So, we have a 
youth of high status (hence the gold sleeve), associated with or connected to the king and of 
sufficient importance to be depicted by a likeness. I can think of only one possible candidate 
in 1490. 

Higher nobility alive in 1490 were Jasper Tudor, 1st Duke of Bedford (1431-1495), Thomas 
Stanley, 1st Earl of Derby (c.?1435-1504), Thomas Grey, 1st Marquess of Dorset (1451-1501), 
Henry Bourchier, 2nd Earl of Essex (1468-1540), Henry Algernon Percy, 5th Earl of 
Northumberland, KG (1477-1527), Thomas Butler, 7th Earl of Ormond (c.?1426-1515), John 
de Vere, 13th Earl of Oxford (1442-1513), George Talbot, 4th Earl of Shrewsbury, 4th Earl of 
Waterford, 10th Baron Talbot, 13th Baron Strange of Blackmere, 9th Baron Furnivall (1468- 
1538), Edward Stafford, 3rd Duke of Buckingham, 8th Earl of Stafford, 9th Baron Stafford 
(1478-1521), Edmund de la Pole, 3rd Duke of Suffolk (1472-1513), Thomas Howard, 1st Earl 
of Surrey (1443-1524), Edward Plantagenet, 17th Earl of Warwick (1475-1499) . 

The Earl of Northumberland was 13 in 1490, the Duke of Buckingham was 13 in 1490, the 
Duke of Suffolk was 18, the Earl of Warwick was 15. 13 looks too young to me, which, if 
correct, leaves the Duke of Suffolk and the Earl of Warwick. The Earl of Warwick was in 


337 22 Edw. IV Cap I ('An Act concerning apparel') of 1482 states: 'That no manner person, of 
what estate, degree or condition that he be, wear any cloths of gold or silk of purple colour, 
but only the King, the Queen, the King's mother, the King's children, his brothers and sisters, 
upon pain of forfeiture for every default xx. li. And that none under the estate of a duke, shall 
wear any cloth of gold of tissue, upon pain of forfeiture for every default xx. marks. And that 
none under the estate of a lord, shall wear plain cloth of gold, upon pain to forfeit for every 
default x. marks.' Thus there were, it seems, three types of cloth of gold; 'cloth of gold', 

'cloth of gold of tissue' and 'plain cloth of gold'. Now, the boy seems to be wearing the same 
type of cloth of gold as the King, though one cannot be certain of course. If this is the case 
then it follows that he must be a member of the royal family. The only candidate in 1490 is 
Roland de Velville. 
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prison in 1490 and the Duke of Suffolk did not succeed until 1492. The heraldic colours of 
the Earls of Northumberland were blue and yellow and the colours of the Earls of Stafford 
were red and yellow. I think one would expect nobles appearing at court to wear their 
heraldic colours, but possibly not a bastard son (bastards having no right to the arms, unless 
with a bar sinister). But red and blue are the basic heraldic colours of England; blue being the 
colour of the field of the arms of France (blue field with gold fleur de lys) and red being the 
colour of the field of the arms of England (red field with gold lions/leopards). So, by a 
process of elimination we appear to have excluded the entire higher nobility of England. As 
far as I can see that leaves only one person of the rank of earl or above - Roland de Velville. 

Of the lower ranks of the peerage, Thomas Fiennes, 8th Baron Dacre, was 18, George Nevill, 
5th Baron Bergavenny, was 21, Richard Neville, 2nd Baron Latimer, was 22, Richard Fiennes, 
4th Baron Saye and Sele, was 19, John Bourchier, 2nd Baron Berners, was 23, Ralph Ogle, 3rd 
Baron Ogle, was 22, William Blount, 4th Baron Mountjoy, was 12 and Thomas Dacre, 2nd 
Baron Dacre of Gilsland, was 23. All of these seem to me to be either too old (18 to 23) or 
too young (12). 

Note: If you look at an enlargement of a section of the above picture, 338 there appears to be 
what might be lettering between the black cap on the boy's head and the crown. Could this 
reveal the boy's identity? There also appears to be lettering on the 'bald patch' on the small 
dog, but I have not looked closely at this. It may be nothing, but, then again, it may not. 

Katheryn of Berain ('The Mother of Wales' and Shakespeare) 

Katheryn Tudor of Berain (1534-1591) 339 was Thomas Salusbury's mother. She is one of the 
most legendary and romantic figures in Welsh history and is known as 'Mam Gwalia' or 
'Mam Cymru' (’The Mother of Wales'), due to her four husbands and many descendants 
amongst the Welsh gentry, and, ultimately, the British nobility. She is supposed to have 
murdered her first three husbands by pouring lead into an ear while they were asleep. 
Apparently she failed to murder her fourth husband because he had her closely watched and 
guarded. Naturally, these tales are pure fantasy. As the heiress of substantial estates, 
including Berain and part of the ancient lands of the Tudor family on Anglesey, and, pretty 
much, a princess of the blood royal (her claim to the throne was as good as Queen 
Elizabeth's), she was clearly quite a catch and she was a ward of Queen Elizabeth because 
the Lordship of Denbigh was held by the Crown at that time. 

Katheryn's first husband was John Salusbury (d. 1566), heir of the prominent family of 
Salusbury of Lleweni. By him she had two sons; Thomas Salusbury (1564-1586), who was 
executed for his part in the Babington Plot of 1586, leaving a daughter, Margaret, by his 
wife, Margaret Wynn, and John (later Sir John) Salusbury (1565/6-1612), the eventual heir of 


338 http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/roland enlargement.htm . 

339 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Katheryn of Berain . 


443 






Lleweni, who married Ursula Stanley, natural daughter of Henry Stanley, 4 th Earl of Derby, 
and had ten children, including Henry Salusbury (1589-1632), 1 st Baronet (1619), of Lleweni. 

Katheryn's second husband was Sir Richard Clough (c.1530-1570), a merchant of humble 
origins from Denbigh, who reputedly became one of the richest men in England. He started 
his career as the Antwerp agent of Sir Thomas Gresham, to whom he suggested that an 
equivalent of the Antwerp Bourse should be built in London. The result was the Royal 
Exchange. He became a Knight of the Holy Sepulchre by virtue of having made a pilgrimage 
to the Church of the Holy Sepulchre in Jerusalem. He married, firstly, Catherine Muldart of 
Antwerp and by her he had a son called Richard. He married, secondly, Katheryn of Berain 
and had by her two daughters, Anne (b. 1568) and Mary (b. 1569). He died in Hamburg in 
1570. He built two large houses in the Denbigh area; Plas Clough and Bachegraig. The BBC 
website 340 says of him: 'The 19th Century historian, John Williams said that Clough, "raised 
himself by his merit from a poor boy in Denbigh to become one of the greatest merchants of 
his time". More than a successful tradesman, Clough's reputation encompassed active 
interests in architecture, astronomy and cartography. His less-salubrious activities enhanced, 
rather than detracted from the image of 'the most complete man', where a little spying, 
money-laundering and smuggling added to the romantic legend; Richard Clough, possibly the 
original international man of mystery.' He used the arms of the Knights of the Holy Sepulchre 
in chief on his own arms (Argent, a cross potent between four plain crosslets Rouge - what 
one might call a rosy cross), which means that he was probably a Roman Catholic. He was 
certainly a local boy made good since he ended up marrying a first cousin once removed of 
the Queen. 

Katheryn's third husband was Maurice Wynn of Gwydir (c.1520-1580), heir to Gwydir Castle 
and its estate, whose family were considered to be the senior male-line heirs of the Kings of 
Gwynedd (North Wales). In other words, the Wynn family were (and are) the Welsh royal 
family. 

Katheryn's fourth husband was Edward Thelwall of Plas-y-Ward, who outlived her. 

As a great-grand-daughter of King Henry VII, 341 according to the 'Dictionary of Welsh 
Biography', Katheryn of Berain was a first cousin once removed of Queen Elizabeth I. This 
places her in the same courtly circles as William Shakespeare (1564-1616), to the extent that 
Shakespeare was involved with the Elizabethan royal court. Shakespeare certainly knew 
Katheryn's younger son. Sir John Salusbury (15 6 7-16 1 2), 342 by John Salusbury, her first 


340 http://www.bbc.co.uk/legacies/myths legends/wales/w ne/article l.shtml . 

341 She was the daughter of Tudor ap Robert Fychan of Berain (son of Robert Fychan ap 
Tudor of Berain and Grace Conway, daughter of John Conway of Bodrhyddan) and Jane 
Velville. Berain was also spelled Beren. See http://www.bodrhyddan.co.uk/ . 

342 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/John Salusbury (poet) . 
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husband, and he dedicated his famous poem. The Phoenix and the Turtle, 343 to him. 344 The 
Phoenix and the Turtle was part of Love's Martyr (1601) by Robert Chester, ’allegorically 
shadowing the truth of love’. The nature of true love was also explored in the 1998 film, 
Shakespeare in Love (1998), starring Joseph Fiennes as Shakespeare and Gwyneth Paltrow as 
the fictional 'Viola de Lesseps'. 345 



Katheryn Tudor of Berain (1534-1591), known as ’Mam Gwalia’ or 'Mam Cymru' (’The 
Mother of Wales’) by Lucas de Heere or, as is now thought, Adriaen van Cronenburgh (1568). 
The mother of William Shakespeare? She certainly looks the part. Note that she has the 
famous Tudor red hair, which was considered proof of Tudor descent. 


343 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The Phoenix and the Turtle . The 'turtle' being a turtle 
dove; the turtle is the male, the phoenix is the female. 

344 Jones, John Idris; "William Shakespeare and John Salusbury: what was their 
relationship?"; Transactions of the Denbighshire Historical Society 59; 2011; pp. 56-96. 

345 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shakespeare in Love . 


445 








Berain today. 



Berain, the old hall as it used to be (Lowe, W. Bezant; The Heart of North Wales; p. 384). 
Once full of people, light and laughter - and the songs of the Welsh bards. 
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The criteria 


Introduction 

Let's re-list what we are looking for; namely, a person who was: 

1. From a highly-literate family. 

2. Alive at the relevant time. 

3. Well-educated. 

4. Well-travelled. 

5. A courtier. 

6. An illegitimate prince of the Tudor blood royal. 

7. Had overriding (life and death) reasons for concealing his identity. 

8. Knew Wales. 

9. Wrote The Phoenix and the Turtle. 

10. Looked like William Shakespeare. 

Criteria 1 - From a highly-literate family 

The Salusbury family clearly fits the general profile of educated and literary people of 'gentle 
birth 1 , and the family produced a string of literary men over the years. These included: 

1. William Salusbury (c.1520-c.1584), translator of the New Testament into Welsh and 'the 
leading Welsh scholar of the Renaissance '; 346 

2. Sir John Salusbury (1566-1612), a poet, brother of Thomas Salusbury (1564-1586); 

3. His son. Sir Henry Salusbury, 1st Baronet (1589-1632), a poet; 

4. His son. Sir Thomas Salusbury, 2nd Baronet (1612-1643), 347 a poet described as 'a most 
noted poet of his t/me'. 348 

How many families have produced a grandfather, father and son who were poets? Poetry 
clearly 'ran in their blood'. Does this make the Salusbury family the most literary of all Welsh 
families? Of all Welsh and English families? How logical it would be if the country's most 
literary family produced the country's greatest poet. After all, many reasonable people argue 
that Shakespeare is unlikely to have come from a family (the Shaksper family of Stratford- 
upon-Avon) which was uneducated and illiterate, so doesn't the reverse argument apply, 
that it is more likely that Shakespeare came from a highly literate family? 

Not only was Sir John Salusbury (d. 1612) the dedicatee of William Shakespeare's poem. The 
Phoenix and the Turtle, the most beautiful and mysterious poem ever written, and a patron 


346 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/William Salesbury . 

347 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sir Thomas Salusbury, 2nd Baronet . 

348 http://wbo.llgc.org.uk/en/s-SALU-THO-1612.html . 
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of Ben Jonson (1572-1637) and others, as well as being a poet himself, as were his son. Sir 
Henry, and grandson. Sir Thomas, but his descendant. Sir John Salusbury (1707/10-1762), 349 
one of the founders of Canada, was the patron of William Hogarth (1697-1764), 350 and his 
daughter, Hester Thrale (1741-1821), 351 who was painted by Reynolds, was the patron of 
Samuel Johnson (1709-1784), 352 Fanny Burney (1752-1840) 353 and others. 

Another descendant, Thomas Hughes (1822-1896), 354 was the author of Tom Brown's School 
Days, and thus the 'Tom' of the title, and his sister, Jane Elizabeth Senior (nee Hughes), 355 my 
ancestor, who was painted by George Frederick Watts ('the English Michelangelo', whose 
muse she was) and Millais, was the friend and confidant of George Eliot 356 and almost 
certainly the model for 'Dorothea 1 , the heroine of Middlemarch, the greatest work of fiction 
in the English language. So brother and sister, Salusbury descendants, were two of the most 
famous characters in English literature; Tom Brown of Tom Brown's School Days and 
Dorothea of Middlemarch. Mary Anne Hughes (nee Watts) (1770-1853), grandmother of 
Thomas Hughes, the author, was an intimate friend of Sir Walter Scott 357 and wrote Letters 
and Recollections of Sir Walter Scott. 358 

William Shakespeare, Ben Jonson, William Hogarth, Samuel Johnson, Fanny Burney, Thomas 
Hughes, George Frederick Watts, Millais, George Eliot, Sir Walter Scott - as a 'literary family' 
the Salusbury/Hughes family are therefore possibly unrivalled in English history, producing 
several generations of poets and being continuously involved with some of the leading lights 
of literature from about 1500 to 1900, nearly 400 years, and even inspiring the greatest 
work of fiction in the English language - Middlemarch. The Bronte sisters were a single 
generation, the Amis, Maughan (William Somerset and Robin), Waugh (Evelyn and Auberon), 


349 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/John Salusbury (diarist) . 

350 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/William Hogarth . 

351 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hester Thrale . 

352 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Samuel Johnson . 

353 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Frances Burney . 

354 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thomas Hughes . 

355 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jane Senior . 

356 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/George Eliot . 

357 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Walter Scott . 

358 Hutchinson, Horace G, (ed.); Smith Elder; London; 1904. 
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Tennyson, Tolstoy and Sitwell families spanned two, sometimes three, generations at 
most. 359 

Not only did Sir John Salusbury (1566-1612) evidently know both Shakespeare and Ben 
Jonson and other literary figures of the period, but Sir John's son and successor. Sir Henry 
Salusbury, 1st Baronet, knew John Heminges 360 and Henry Condell, 361 Shaksper's closest 
friends (they were left bequests in his will), senior members of Shaksper's acting company 
and co-producers of the famous First Folio of 1623. Sir Henry wrote a poem "To my good 
freandes mrJohn Hemings & Henry Condall". 362 

What can explain these relationships between this family from North Wales and Shaksper 
and his closest friends and professional colleagues? Perhaps the answer lies in the word 
'Rosicrucian', given that Sir John Salusbury (d. 1612) was a known Rosicrucian poet. In this 
context note that Sir John Salusbury (d. 1762) owned land and lived for some years at 
Herring Cove, near Halifax, Nova Scotia, not far from the notorious Oak Island where Petter 
Amundsen 363 and others believe that the treasure of the Rosicrucian Order/Knights Templar 
is buried, including, it is postulated, the original manuscripts of the works of Shakespeare, 
the Menorah looted from the Temple of Jerusalem in AD 70 and the Ark of the Covenant. I 
merely throw this in so that others can pick it up if they want to, but I would hazard a guess 
that Sir John Salusbury (d. 1612) was high up in the Rosicrucian Order, possibly its head, 
which could explain why Shakespeare, Ben Jonson and other leading poets dedicated poetry 
to someone who, on the face of it, was just an ordinary knight. 

Angus Graham, author of many articles about Speke Hall, in a May 2017 article, 
"Shakespeare didn't sleep here (but he knew a man who did)" says (my emphasis): 364 


359 https://en.wikipedia.Org/wiki/Category:Literary families . 

360 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/John Heminges . 

361 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Henry Condell . 

362 National Library of Wales MS. 5390D, calendared in printed catalogue, John Salusbury has 
poems, etc. in MSS 183,184 at Christ Church Library, Oxford, quoted in Heisler, Ron; "Two 
Worlds that Converged: Shakespeare and the Ethos of the Rosicrucians"; The Hermetic 
Journal; 1990; http://levity.eom/alchemy/h shake.html; accessed 17/3/2018) 

363 Amundsen, Petter; The Seven Steps to Mercy: with Shakespeare's Key to the Oak Island 
Templum; CreateSpace Independent Publishing Platform; 2015. See also 
https://wisdomfromnorth.com/the-shakespeare-mysterv-ft-petter-amundsen-i2- 

3/?lang=en . 

364 https://www.academia.edu/36172062/Speke Hall 012 Shakespeare didnt sleep here; 

accessed 1/7/2019. 
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'[Hester Thrale] did not simply parachute in, of course. She had her own pedigree by which 
she could not just demand admittance by right [to literary circles], one could argue that she 
could claim cultural seniority over the best of them. Her maiden name was Salusbury; and the 
Salusburys had been at the heart of English and Welsh culture since the Tudors, from whom 
they also descended.' 

[...] 

'It is tempting to supply a comprehensive overview of English (and Welsh!) literature, since it 
seems the Salusburys could be included at just about any point. In the end, I have simply 
dipped into periods and noted single accomplishments to give a taste of what is there. The 
Salusburys are ubiquitous, from three generations at the forefront of Tudor and Renaissance 
literature, friends and colleagues of Shakespeare and Ben Jonson, to their sponsorship of and 
engagement with Georgian literature and culture, and points in between too many to 
mention ... this is a phenomenal presence for just one family and can not only be due to 
wealth (which they did not always command ).' 

The Salusbury family was therefore one of the most literary families in British history, and so 
was a fitting milieu to form and nurture Britain's greatest literary genius. 

Criteria 2 - Lived at the relevant time 

Curious aspects of Thomas Salusbury's arrest, trial and execution in 1586 

This is a major hurdle, given that Thomas Salusbury was executed in 1586 as a member of 
the Babington Plot, which would mean that he was already dead before Shakespeare wrote 
any of his plays, according to the generally accepted chronology. 

The Babington Plot was a Roman Catholic plot to assassinate Queen Elizabeth and put Mary, 
Queen of Scots, on the throne. The historical record shows that Thomas Salusbury was 
executed in 1586. David Hugh Bottrill asserts that he escaped and fled to Spain, returning to 
England in the 1590s. 

Is there any evidence that Thomas Salusbury was not executed in 1586? 

Well, in the first place, we know that he escaped from his initial arrest in London but was 
recaptured in Chester. 365 That he escaped at all is remarkable in itself. In the second place, I 
would accept that it is possible that the person who was recaptured was not Thomas 
Salusbury but a substitute. It is possible that a man who had already been condemned to 
death for another crime, or was terminally ill (as Bottrill believed was the case), was 
persuaded to take Thomas Salusbury's place, by the payment of a substantial sum to his wife 
and children for instance. The condemned man might not have been able to save his own 
life, but he might have been able to provide for his family by such means. One piece of 
evidence which might tend to support such an idea is the fact that Thomas Salusbury was 


365 Dictionary of National Biography; 1897; vol. 50; p. 194. 
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not sentenced to be hanged, drawn and quartered, which was the normal sentence for 
traitors; he was sentenced to be hanged instead. 

To be hung, drawn and quartered was a truly horrific death. The victim was first hanged by 
the neck, then cut down from the gallows while still alive, then his stomach was cut open 
and his entrails pulled out ('drawn') and burnt in front of his eyes (I think his genitals were 
cut off as well), then he was beheaded and his body was cut into quarters and each quarter 
displayed in a suitable place as a warning to other potential traitors. While a condemned 
man might accept being hanged in another person's stead, particularly a man who had 
already been condemned to death or was terminally ill, no-one, I think, would have been 
prepared to accept such a terrible death for any money. 

In addition to this, we know that Thomas Salusbury's estates were not forfeited (the normal 
procedure in cases of treason) but were passed to his brother. Sir John Salusbury, then plain 
John Salusbury. 

There are therefore three very odd aspects to Thomas Salusbury's execution: 

1. the fact that he escaped at all; 

2. the fact that he was not subject to the usual form of execution for traitors; 

3. the fact that his estates were not forfeited, the normal procedure in cases of 
treason. 

To me, these factors point very, very strongly to a plot, certainly to save the estates and very 
possibly to save Thomas Salusbury himself. Who had the power and influence to do this? 
Henry Stanley, 4th Earl of Derby, who was a Privy Councillor, and it just so happens that his 

illegitimate daughter, Ursula, married John Salusbury, the inheritor of Thomas Salusbury's 

estates, in December 1586, three months after Thomas Salusbury was 'executed'. 366 

Strange time for a wedding perhaps? Do you smell a bit of horse-trading? I do, I think it 
smells to high heaven. And if the Earl of Derby had sufficient power to save the estates (and 
the estates were saved; we know that for a fact), did he not also have the power to save the 
man? How can it be doubted? The Stanleys were a great power in the North, and also Kings 
of Man; it was they who put Henry VII on the throne and they were in a position to challenge 
the Crown should they ever decide to do so. 

Interestingly, various entries in the registers of Bodfari parish (in which part of the Lleweni 
estate is situated) after the supposed execution of Thomas Salusbury in 1586 (until 1597 in 
fact) refer to John Salusbury as the 'heire of lleweny'. But if Thomas Salusbury was executed 
in 1586, then it follows that John Salusbury was not the heir of Lleweni after that date, he 
was the owner of Lleweni, unless there was some other legal mechanism in place. But if 
there was a trust in place, then, logically, John Salusbury would have been the life tenant 
and so could not be described as the heir to Lleweni because he would never inherit it. 


366 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Henry Stanley, 4th Earl of Derby . 
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The word 'heir' means 'the person who will inherit ', not 'the person who has inherited '. If 
you use the word 'heir' to refer to the person who has inherited, what do you call the person 
who will inherit? Of course, everyone in the chain of ownership is an heir at some stage, but 
when a person inherits, he ceases to be the heir and the person who will succeed him as 
owner becomes the heir. It can be said of a person that 'he was his father's heir', but this 
refers to his status before he inherited the property and the fact that he did inherit the 
property ('was' refers to a past status); the person ceased to be the heir of his father the 
moment he inherited the property. You do not refer to someone who has succeeded to the 
throne as 'the heir to the throne'. 

Further, according to the Calendars of Salusbury Correspondence (University of Wales Press), 
in 1607 (Lleweni MSS, National Library of Wales, no. 424) a letter from Charles Myddelton to 
his brother Sir Thomas Myddelton (whose daughter, Hester, married Sir Henry Salusbury 
(1589-1632), 1st Bart.), says that Sir Thomas Salusbury has provided four men who will lease 
the house and demesne of Berain and its four corn mills, but Sir Thomas Salusbury, 367 son of 
Sir Henry Salusbury (1589-1632), son of our Sir John Salusbury, was not born until 1612, 
some five years later. As far as I am aware, the only other Thomas Salusbury who had any 
connection to Berain was the Thomas Salusbury who was apparently executed in 1586, 
though he was not a 'Sir' (baronet or knight) of course. 368 

These things do not prove that Thomas Salusbury was alive after 1586, but they are very odd 
to say the least. We have a reference to a Thomas Salusbury living in 1607, when there was 
simply no-one of that name (of the immediate Lleweni family) alive at the time - at least 
publicly. And while I have found references to one mill at Berain (which was mostly pasture 
in any event), it is unlikely, in my view, that there were four mills on the estate. 


367 http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/salusburv tree.pdf . 

368 Jones, Gill and Morgan, Ann; Dating old Welsh Houses, North West Wales 
Dendochronology Project, Berain Farm, Llannefydd, Conwy; Royal Commission on Ancient 
and Historical Monuments in Wales; 2015; p. 19. 
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And then there is this. 
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«s A proper new Ballad, breefely declaring the Death 
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Portraits of the executed traitors from A proper new Ballad , breefely declaring the Death and 
Execution of 14 most wicked Traitors, who suffered death in Lincolnes Innefeelde neere 
London: the 20 and 21. of September. 1586f 69 They are listed on the bottom of the song 
sheet as, in the top row, John Ballard Preeft (that is, 'Priest'), Anthony Babington, John 
Sauage (Savage), Robert Barnwell, Chodicus Techburne, Charles Tilney and Edward 
Abbington, who were executed on 20th September according to the song, and, in the 
bottom row, Thomas Salsbury (Salusbury), Henry Dun, Edward Ihones (Jones), lohn Trauers 
(Travers), lohn Charnock, Robert Gage and Harman Bellamy, who were executed on 21st 
September, according to the song. From this, it would appear that Thomas Salusbury is 
shown on the left-hand side of the bottom row. He was 22 years old at the time, but the 
man portrayed looks a lot older than that. The man on the left certainly looks nothing like 
the portrait of Thomas Salusbury shown above; none of them do. So we have portraits of the 
traitors, but Thomas Salusbury is not among them. If the likeness is in any way accurate, and 
we have no reason to question its accuracy, then the man executed (someone was executed, 
we know that) was not Thomas Salusbury. 

According to Antonia Fraser, 370 Babington had a portrait painted of his group of conspirators, 
which is now lost. A copy of this portrait fell into the hands of Walsingham, Queen 
Elizabeth's spymaster, and was shown to Queen Elizabeth. According to Camden, in his 
Annales Rerum Gestorum Angliae et Hiberniae Regnante Elizabetha, Queen Elizabeth 


369 http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/babington plot song.pdf 

370 Mary, Queen of Scots; Weidenfeld & Nicolson; London; 1994; p. 487. 
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recognized one of the Babington plotters (Barnwell) from the portrait. On this basis, the 
depictions of the plotters must have been good likenesses. The portrait, or a copy, might 
have been used as a basis for the illustration in the ballad, or they were done from life or 
from the bodies of the men after their execution, or perhaps they were just stock images. 371 


371 Camden, William; Annoles Rerum Gestorum Angliae et Hibernioe Regnante Elizabetha; 
33rd entry for 1586: 'These pictures (they say) were begunn, and shewed secretly to the 
Queene, who knewe none of them by their faces save onely Barnwell, who had often come 
unto her about causes of the Earle of Kildare's, to whom he reteined; but being by other 
tokens put in mind of him, she remembered the man well.' The Percy Society's Early English 
Poetry, Ballads and Popular Literature of the Middle Ages (T. Richards; London; 1860; Vol. I; 
p. 101) states: 'At the top of the broadside are woodcuts of fourteen heads, but they are not 
likenesses, but merely engravings which the printer happened to have in his possession and 
which had already been used for Hill’s work on Physiognomy, and perhaps for other 
publications requiring illustration.' This is incorrect. I have carefully checked Thomas Hill's 
The Contemplation of Mankind (1571), kindly sent to me as a pdf by the Folger Library, and 
none of the portraits in the ballad come from that book, though they are broadly similar in 
style. Even if stock pictures were used, an effort would still be made to find, say, a young 
man rather than an old man or a man with a beard rather than a man without a beard, as 
appropriate. At the 'Tudor Question and Answer blog' 

( https://quervblog.tudorhistorv.org/2009/05/question-from-zoe-group-portrait-of.html) , a 

poster stated in response to a query: 'An eyewitness drew likenesses of the conspirators at 
their execution and was even allowed time with their heads in order that they could be 
printed on propaganda leaflets.' This is followed by a link to the ballad at 
http://digital.nls.uk/english%2Dballads/pageturner.cfm?id=74516000 . 1 have not verified 
this statement yet but why would someone lie about such a thing? 
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Was Shakespeare connected to or a member of the Babington plot? 


Lamentable Tragedie of 

Ltcrmetht eldeft fonneofKing Brutus, difcour- 
" ringihcwarrcsofthcirrfiw/.and/iwwf^ ' 
with their dtfcomfiture; 

Tbt Briuinet viitmt mb their Accidents jndthe 
. dttfbtf MhimOt. Nt leftfUcfat then 
frefitehU. 

Newly fetfoonh, ouerfeene andcorreQed, 

By FT. S. - 



LONDON 
Printti by Thomas Creed c. 
* f 9 f* 


The title page of Locrine (1595). Does this link Shakespeare to the Babington Plot? 

Ros Barber, in her Shakespeare: The Evidence, writes: 'On 20 July 1594, Thomas Creede 
registered an anonymous play called Locrine 372 in the Stationers' Register. It was published in 
1595 as 'Newly set forth, overseen and corrected, By W.S.' Sir George Buc owned a copy of 
Locrine (1595). On his copy of the play he wrote the following note concerning the play's 
authorship: ’Char. Tilney wrot[e a] Tragedy of this mattr [which] hee named Estrild: [which] I 
think is this, it was [lost?] by his death. & now s[ome] fellow hath published [it.] I made 
du[m]be shewesfor it. w[hi]ch I yet haue. G. B. 1 This note testifies that Buc's late cousin 
Charles Tilney (1561-1586) was the original author of Locrine. In 1664, Locrine was one of 
seven plays published under Shakespeare's names or initials that were incorporated into the 


372 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Locrine 
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expanded Third Folio of Mr. William Shakespeares Comedies, Flistories, & Tragedies. It was 
also published as Shakespeare's in the Fourth Folio. ' 373 

Charles Tilney was one of the Babington Plot conspirators executed in 1586. If Charles Tilney 
did write the play and if the play was edited and prepared ('set forth 1 ) by Shakespeare, then 
we have a definite connection between Shakespeare and the Babington Plot. Of course, the 
nature of that connection is unknown, but we cannot exclude the possibility that 
Shakespeare, possibly under another name (such as Thomas Salusbury), was involved in 
some way in the original Babington Plot and that his work on the play was his way of paying 
tribute to the memory of one of the plotters. The fact that 'W.S 1 did not reveal his name 
indicates that he had some reason for not wishing to be publicly associated with the play, 
which, in turn, implies that 'W.S' knew that there was something about the play or its author 
which it was wise not to be publicly associated with. What else can it be other than the 
Babington Plot? Further, the fact that 'W.S' went ahead and edited and prepared the play 
indicates that, at the very least, he was not out of sympathy with that 'something'. After all, 
if Shakespeare had regarded the Babington Plot conspirators as traitors, would he have done 
what he did? Clearly not. This evidence links Shakespeare to Charles Tilney, who obviously 
knew Thomas Salusbury. At the very least then, it seems that Shakespeare was a friend of a 
friend of Thomas Salusbury. 

Is there any other evidence that Thomas Salusbury was not executed in 1586? Well, consider 
these lines in The Phoenix and the Turtle : 

'That it cried how true a twain 
See met h this concordant one! 

Love hath reason, reason none 
If what parts can so remain.' 

So, we have a reference to something parting yet remaining. Most obviously this could refer 
to the phoenix, which is reborn from its own ashes; it parts and yet remains (in a sense). But 
we must be open to the possibility, given that the poem refers to Mary, Queen of Scots, and 
Thomas Salusbury, that it means that one or both of them did not die as commonly believed. 
We know that Mary, Queen of Scots, was executed in front of many witnesses who knew her 
by sight, so, it appears, that leaves only Thomas Salusbury as a possible survivor. Also, of 
course, a poem can refer to one thing on the surface but refer to something else underneath 
at the same time (that is, is allegorical), so these words might seem to refer to the rebirth of 
the phoenix on the surface but actually refer to Thomas Salusbury to those who knew who 
the phoenix and the turtle represent. 

'Twice-lived' Shakespeare. 

John Warren's reference to a 'twice-lived' Shakespeare in his commendatory poem to John 
Benson's (d. 1667) 1640 version of the Sonnets makes sense in the context of a man who 
was thought to have been executed but wasn't. But this 'twice-lived' argument has also been 


373 Barber, Ros; Shakespeare: The Evidence; p. 356. 
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used to support the candidature of Christopher Marlowe, who is supposed to have lived 
after he was killed in a knife fight in 1593, and the Earl of Oxford, who is said by some to 
have lived after his reported death in 1604. 

'What, lofty Shakespeare, art againe revived? 

And Virbius-like now shows’t thyself twice lived, 

Tis love that thus to thee is showne. 

The labour his, the glory still thine own.' 

It is not the reference to twice-lived that is most significant, because a poet can, in a sense, 
have a second life through his works, but the statement that the works were created by one 
person (possibly Thomas Salusbury) while the credit went to another person; that other 
person obviously being 'William Shakespeare' who, on this basis, was clearly not the true 
author. 

Conclusion 

From this we can deduce the following: 

1. That there was a plot to save the Salusbury family estate of Lleweni and that this 
plot, which succeeded, involved Henry Stanley, 4 th Earl of Derby, whose illegitimate 
daughter, Ursula Stanley, subsequently married John Salusbury (later Sir John 
Salusbury), heir of his elder brother, Thomas Salusbury, and thus inheritor of the 
estate. 

2. That there was also a plot to save Thomas Salusbury's life. 

3. That this plot succeeded and that some other person was executed in Thomas 
Salusbury's place. 

4. That 'William Shakespeare' knew at least one of the Babington Plot conspirators and 
that this increases the likelihood that he was actually one of those conspirators, 
possibly Thomas Salusbury himself. 

5. John Warren's 1640 reference to a 'twice-lived' Shakespeare make sense in the 
context of a man who was thought to be dead but wasn't. The poem also indicates 
that William Shakespeare was not the author of the works attributed to him, which 
would mean that the author was someone else; someone who knew at least one of 
the Babington plotters and was sympathetic to their cause. Thomas Salusbury 
certainly fits the bill. 

Most of the above is conjecture of course. But the evidence of the portrait on the ballad 
sheet is not conjecture; it is direct evidence which I regard as conclusive proof that Thomas 
Salusbury was not executed in 1586. The other evidence is simply not inconsistent with this 
conclusion. 

Given that Thomas Salusbury was not executed in 1586, he was evidently alive after that 
date and therefore, in all probability, alive during the period when the works of Shakespeare 
were written. Further, if the Portrait of an Unknown Woman (see below) was painted in the 
period 1590 to 1600, as is asserted, and that painting was commissioned by Thomas 
Salusbury, then Thomas Salusbury was alive in that decade. Beyond this it is difficult to go, 
although we can say that, given that there is no evidence of his death after 1586, he may 


457 



well have lived into the 1620s or 1630s or even later, as his supposed alter ego, Thomas 
Heywood (d. 1641), did. 


Criteria 3 - Well-educated 

As stated above, the Salusbury family were wealthy, well-educated, cultured and noted 
patrons of the arts. The Welsh bards flocked to the family, in a literary sense, both on 
account of their wealth and their royal descent (English and Welsh). Thomas Salusbury's 
stepfather. Sir Richard Clough, second husband of Thomas' mother, Katheryn of Berain, was 
reputed to be one of the wealthiest men in the country, so money was no object. Lleweni 
Hall was one of the largest and best appointed houses in North Wales. The library at Lleweni 
Hall was extensive and gave rise to a noted national collection of manuscripts; the Salusbury 
MSS. So, while we know nothing of Thomas Salusbury's early education, it is clear that he 
can have lacked for nothing in terms of tutorship, access to books, music, theatrical 
productions and so on. He later studied at Trinity College, Oxford, matriculating in 1579/80 
when he was 16. 374 

This is not a contentious issue, as far as I can see, so I do not propose to dwell on it further. 
Thomas Salusbury was undoubtedly as well-educated as a person of his social status could 
be at that time. Thomas Salusbury was clearly not a polymath when he was supposedly 
executed in 1586 at the age of 22 (Who is at that age?) but I think he had a grounding which 
could reasonably have allowed him to become close to being one in his mature years. If 
William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon could have written the works of Shakespeare 
solely on the basis of his purported attendance at the grammar school in that town, then it is 
unarguable that Thomas Salusbury most certainly could have done so on the basis of his 
education as described. Were any of the other candidates (Bacon, Oxford, Marlowe etc.) 
demonstrably better educated at the age of 22? 

Criteria 4 - Well-travelled 

We have no information on this head. Thomas Salusbury's mother, Katheryn of Berain, was 
abroad with her second husband. Sir Richard Clough, between 1567 and 1570, when he died. 
They seem to have lived in Antwerp and Hamburg in this period. It is likely that Thomas 
Salusbury and John Salusbury, her two sons by her first husband, John Salusbury, remained 
in Wales with their grandparents; that is, John Salusbury's parents. Bottrill asserts that 
Thomas Salusbury escaped abroad to Spain in 1586. If he did, and returned to England some 
6 or 7 years later in the early 1590s, then it is highly likely that he found his way to Rome at 
some point, as any devout Roman Catholic would have done. Of course, if Thomas Salusbury 
was executed in 1586 then he cannot have travelled abroad after that date, so any 
continental travel is dependent on him not being executed in 1586. If he survived then he 
almost certainly travelled abroad; if he didn't survive then the question of continental travel 
becomes irrelevant (because he wasn't Shakespeare). All we can say is that if he was not 


374 Foster; Alumni Oxonienses; p. 1305. 
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executed in 1586 then he almost certainly travelled abroad for a period of several years after 
that and would probably have travelled to Italy. 

Of course, for those Stratfordians who argue that Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon could 
easily have written plays about, say, Italy without having travelled there, the issue of 
continental travel is irrelevant in any event. 

Criteria 5 - A courtier 

Queen Elizabeth granted the Lordship of Denbigh 375 to her favourite, Robert Dudley, Earl of 
Leicester, in 1563. 376 This meant that the feudal tenants of the Crown in the Lordship, 
including the Salusbury family, became feudal tenants of the Earl. The Earl's rapacious 
conduct in the area caused him to be violently hated by the local inhabitants and, following a 
'rebellion' against the Earl's exactions, two members of the wider Salusbury clan were 
executed. 377 

Thomas Salusbury served in the Earl of Leicester's household (entourage), presumably as a 
page. It was a common practice for the sons of the lesser nobility and gentry to serve as 
pages in the households of the greater nobility, and no noble was greater at that time than 
the Earl of Leicester. 

As a member of the Earl of Leicester's household, Thomas Salusbury was not only a courtier 
himself but he experienced courtly life at the highest and most sumptuous level. It is more 
than likely that he spent a certain amount of time in the presence of the Queen herself, 
either as a result of accompanying the Earl to court or when the Queen visited the Earl while 
on her travels round the country. In short, Thomas Salusbury knew court life at the highest 
level from the inside. Further, adults tends to be less guarded in the presence of youngsters, 
so Thomas Salusbury may well have seen and heard things which he would not have seen or 
heard as an adult. He would have stored up such things and pondered them in his heart. 

My own theory is that, even if Thomas Salusbury did not hate the Earl before joining his 
household, he very probably came to despise the Earl, and quite possibly the Queen as well, 
as a result of witnessing at first hand the Earl's extravagant and ungodly (and Protestant) 
lifestyle. I suspect that the seeds of his later treason (if such it was) were sown at this time. 

Many academics have argued that Oberon's speech in A Midsummer Night's Dream (Act II, 
Scene i, 148-167), which has been the subject of more speculation than any other passage in 
Shakespeare, reflects Shakespeare's attendance at the Earl of Leicester's Princely Pleasures 


375 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lordship of Denbigh . 

376 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Robert Dudley, 1st Earl of Leicester#Denbighshire . 

377 It seems that the Earl of Leicester enclosed Denbigh Common and that the local 
inhabitants tore down the fencing, which the Earl decided to treat as treason. 
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at Kenilworth in 1575. Thomas Salusbury would have been there if he was in the Earl's 
household at the time. 

Criteria 6 - An illegitimate prince of the Tudor blood royal 

Potential successors to Queen Elizabeth. 

Did Thomas Salusbury have a claim to the throne as a prince of the Tudor blood royal and 
how did any such claim compare to the claims of others? Was he, in fact, the legitimate heir 
to the throne? 




Phoenix arising - the spirit of King A phoenix embroidered by Mary, Queen of Scots, 

Arthur, as embodied by his alleged during her imprisonment in England, which is part 
descendants, the Tudors. of the 'Marian Hanging' now on display at 

Oxburgh Hall, Norfolk (National Trust). The device 
of a phoenix was associated with her mother, 

Mary of Guise, as was the motto 'En ma fin git 
mon commencement' ('In my end is my 
beginning'), which Mary adopted as her own, thus 
specifically identifying herself with the phoenix. To 
the left of the head is an 'M', to the right is an '/?', 
giving 'MR' or 'Maria Regina'-, that is, 'Queen 
Mary'. The salamander, which, in legend, is born 
in fire, was the emblem of her grandfather-in-law. 
King Francis I of France. 


Let's look at the general issue of succession to the throne. To do this I think we need to start 
with the poem The Phoenix and the Turtle, to put the issue into context, and proceed from 
there. In the poem, there are two important points about the phoenix and the turtle (turtle 
dove); the first is that they are both already dead and the second is that they were chaste 
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lovers and had no children (they are stated to have been married but, if so, their love was 
unconsummated it seems). This excludes (1) Queen Elizabeth and anyone as her 'lover', 
because she was alive at the time, and it excludes (2) Sir John Salusbury and his wife, Ursula 
Stanley, because they were alive and had children. The phoenix is dead, but the queen is not 
dead, so the phoenix cannot be the queen. Note also that if was high treason under the 
Treason Act 1351 to 'compass or imagine' the death of the sovereign and describing the 
queen as dead in a poem certainly qualified as high treason on this basis. It is therefore 
highly unlikely that any poem would say anything which could be interpreted as portraying 
the queen as dead, even allegorically. 

As I have already said, I think that the poem refers to Mary, Queen of Scots, and Thomas 
Salusbury, who was believed to be dead but, according to Bottrill's theory, was not so. I 
believe that Thomas met and fell in love with Mary, Queen of Scots, that they married and 
had a child. 

The idea that the poem refers to Thomas Salusbury is not new. In 2011, John Idris Jones in 
his "William Shakespeare and John Salusbury: what was their relationship?" states: 'The 
poem begins by invoking a funeral, which we may associate with the funeral of Thomas in 
1586.' 378 However, he did not specifically identify the phoenix with Mary, Queen of Scots, or 
the turtle with Thomas Salusbury. Note that the phoenix is referred to as 'his [that is, the 
turtle's] queen' and that the poem also refers to 'his [that is, the turtle's] right flaming in the 
phoenix' sight', possibly referring to Thomas Salusbury's right to the throne as heir of Henry 
VII. The use of the words 'queen' and 'right' is highly suggestive of monarchical rights. Can 
this be mere poetic licence in an allegorical poem where the meaning of every word can be 
critical? Was Shakespeare that careless with words? I think not. 

Further, Katherine Chiljan in her "The Importance of Love's Martyr in the Shakespeare 
Authorship Question" says (my emphasis): ’Rosalin-Dame Nature takes the Phoenix out of 
Arabia in a flying chariot, and one hundred pages later, they land in Paphos. "The Turtle Dove 
sees the "beauteous Phoenix," they pair up, and both commit to "sacrifice" their bodies "to 
revive one name" (136). In this context, the name that would need reviving is Tudor. "Of my 
bones,"says the Phoenix, "must the Princely Phoenix rise," a "creature" that "shall possess 
both our authority " (138-39). Chester's allegory has Queen Elizabeth declaring that a child 
from her own body, a prince, will rule after her. In the last line of this dialogue, Chester 
writes: "And thus I end the turtle Dove's true story. Finis. R.C." (139).' 379 

The words ’both our authority 1 imply (actually, state clearly) that the royal authority of the 
new-born phoenix will derive from both parents (the phoenix and the turtle) meaning that 
both are royal, which can only be in the sense of carrying the Tudor blood royal. Mary, 

Queen of Scots, and Thomas Salusbury both carried the Tudor blood royal as descendants of 
Henry VII. If the phoenix is intended to be Queen Elizabeth, as claimed, then her 'turtle' must 
be of the Tudor blood royal as well, it would seem. Perhaps this is where the Prince Tudor 


378 Transactions of the Denbighshire Historical Society 59; 2011; p. 56-96. 

379 Brief Chronicles IV; 2012-13; p. 29. 
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Theory Part II 380 comes in; the theory that the Earl of Oxford was not only the bastard child 
of Elizabeth, but also father by her of the Earl of Southampton (and thus father to his own 
half-brother), a theory that is regarded as far-fetched (to put it mildly) by most Oxfordians. 

In any event, Robert Chester also makes it clear that the new phoenix is also female, like her 
predecessor, and so cannot be the Earl of Southampton (my emphasis): 

'From the sweet fire of perfumed wood, 

Another princely Phoenix upright stood: 

Whose feathers purified did yield more light, 

Than her late burned mother out of sight. 

And in her heart rests a perpetual iove. 

Sprung from the bosom of the Turtle-Dove. 

Long may the new uprising bird increase. 

Some humors and some motions to release, 

And thus to all I offer my devotion. 

Hoping that gentle minds accept my motion. 

Finis. R. C.' 

Chiljan, Katherine; "The Importance of Love's Martyr in the Shakespeare Authorship 
Question"; Brief Chronicles IV; 2012-13; p. 29. 

The most important characteristic of the phoenix is that it dies but rises again from its own 
ashes; it is reborn. So, who or what was being reborn here? Here is my line of thought. 

Queen Elizabeth was the daughter of Henry VIII and Anne Boleyn. After Anne Boleyn's 
execution Elizabeth was declared to be illegitimate, which meant that she could not succeed 
to the throne - but she did anyway. The key point is that illegitimacy was no bar to inheriting 
the throne if there were other imperatives at play, like needing a Protestant heir. Henry VII 
himself was descended from an illegitimate line that had been specifically excluded from the 
succession (the descendants of John of Gaunt (1340-1399), Duke of Lancaster, and Katherine 
Swynford). The next thing to consider is that Queen Elizabeth's heir was King James VI of 
Scotland, but he was the son of Mary, Queen of Scots, who Queen Elizabeth had executed 
for treason 381 (in legal terms this cut King James VI out of the succession because it tainted 
her blood and the blood of her heirs). To allow him to inherit the throne was, in effect, to 
allow Mary, Queen of Scots, to triumph over Queen Elizabeth. This was not an idea that 
Queen Elizabeth would have been happy with, I think. Further, and partly for this reason. 
Queen Elizabeth refused to nominate an heir and negotiations with King James VI had to be 
carried out in secret and without her knowledge. So the heir to the throne was a man whose 
mother Elizabeth had executed and who Elizabeth refused to nominate as her successor. In 


380 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Prince Tudor theory#Prince Tudor Part II . 

381 Technically, of course, Mary could not have been guilty of treason because she was not a 
subject of Queen Elizabeth. 
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such circumstances, people would have 'cast about 1 for someone else who could inherit the 
throne. 

Who else was there? Well, one possible heir was Sir John Salusbury. Not only was he of the 
Tudor blood royal, being a great-great-grandson of Henry VII (via Henry Vll's illegitimate son. 
Sir Roland de Velville, his daughter, Jane Velville, and her daughter, Katheryn of Berain), as 
already described, but the illegitimacy of his line was not necessarily a bar to inheriting the 
throne (as shown by the example of Queen Elizabeth herself). Further, Sir John Salusbury 
had recently risen spectacularly in the favour of Queen Elizabeth (the Esquires of the Body 
were the most trusted officials in the royal household) and people might have begun to put 
two and two together; that is, the combination of Sir John Salusbury being of the Tudor 
blood royal and being suddenly in favour with a Queen who clearly did not have long to live. 
After all, on 6/11/1558, a month before her death. Queen Mary 382 had recognized Elizabeth 
as her heir even though Elizabeth was barred from the succession as illegitimate, so why 
could not Queen Elizabeth do the same with Sir John Salusbury? 

Thus, the phoenix is Mary, Queen of Scots, the turtle (turtledove) is Thomas Salusbury and 
the phoenix reborn is Sir John Salusbury, who would be 'reborn' as the next monarch. Of 
course, this could only be on the basis that Sir John Salusbury displaced any child of Mary, 
Queen of Scots, and Thomas Salusbury, which might have been necessary on the basis that a 
Roman Catholic child (a girl to boot) of a man who had apparently been executed some 15 
years earlier (1586) might have been too much for people to come to terms with. The 
dynasty was more important than any individual member of it, which is why, I would 
suggest, Thomas Salusbury was prepared to surrender his rights and the rights of his child to 
Sir John Salusbury. 

It is possible, indeed likely, that Sir John Salusbury was a secret Catholic, so the phoenix 
reborn could allude to the restoration of the Roman Catholic monarchy in his person. If 
Thomas Salusbury was in fact 'Shakespeare', he would have been writing about his own love 
for Mary, Queen of Scots, and he was 'passing the baton' (the right to the throne of England) 
to his younger brother, who would rise as the 'phoenix reborn' on the death of Queen 
Elizabeth. So The Phoenix and the Turtle is a poem which evidences a rightful king secretly 
passing his right to the crown to his brother. 

The story of King Arthur in Love's Martyr fits into this theory because the Tudors claimed 
descent from King Arthur, as described below, so a story about the legend of King Arthur is a 
story about the origins of the Tudors, including the Salusbury family via Katheryn of Berain 
(not just from Sir Roland de Velville because her mother's mother was Agnes Griffith, of the 
senior branch of the Tudor family), and emphasizes their pre-eminent right to the throne as 
heirs of King Arthur, true king of the British people. The once and future king. 


382 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Elizabeth I of England#Mary I's reign . 
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Note that after her death in 1591 Katheryn of Berain was referred to as a 'Britannica 
Phoenix' (that is, a British, meaning Welsh, phoenix) in a poem by Owen Jones, 383 so her son 
and heir. Sir John Salusbury, could have been regarded by contemporaries as a 'British 
Phoenix' as well. Note also that Professor Katherine Duncan-Jones writes of Sir John 
Salusbury 'As a cousin to the ageing and childless Queen Elizabeth, with a royal descent 

comparable to her own, John Salusbury could have been viewed as posing a serious threat to 

her should he invoke any claim to the succession .' 384 Thus, a leading contemporary 

Shakespeare scholar has accepted that Sir John Salusbury could have been a serious 

contender for the throne. 


Who was the Roman Catholic heir to the throne? 

The idea that Sir John Salusbury, an 'ordinary knight' on the face of it, was a serious 
contender for the throne might seem outlandish to many people today. Bear in mind, 
however, that with the authority of an Act of Parliament (The Third Succession Act, 35 Hen. 
VIII, c.l), Henry VIII, by his last will and testament, had excluded from the succession the 
heirs of Margaret Tudor, his sister, as represented by Mary, Queen of Scots, and her heir. 
King James VI of Scotland. The next legitimate heir (after Queen Mary and Queen Elizabeth) 
was Anne Stanley, Countess of Castlehaven, 385 but she, I believe, was a Protestant. 

Certainly, Anne Stanley's father, Ferdinando Stanley (1559-1594), 5th Earl of Derby, 386 had 
refused to become party to a Roman Catholic plot against Queen Elizabeth (the Hesketh 
Plot) and had betrayed the chief conspirator, Richard Hesketh, to Lord Burghley. Hesketh 
was executed as a result. It would seem that thereafter the Stanley family were unlikely to 
be considered as possible candidates for the restoration of a Roman Catholic monarchy. The 
5th Earl of Derby appears to have been poisoned shortly after the Hesketh Plot, probably by 
Roman Catholic 'interests' (a finger has been pointed at the Jesuits), which means that, after 
1594, Roman Catholics would have been looking for another candidate to support as a 
replacement for/successor to Queen Elizabeth. This candidate had to have a claim to the 
throne and be a Roman Catholic. Who better than Sir John Salusbury, brother of Thomas 
Salusbury, who gave his life (purportedly) in the Roman Catholic cause? Or rather, who else 
but Sir John Salusbury? In this context, it is inconceivable that Roman Catholics had no 
candidate for the throne after 1594, so who was their candidate? 


383 Duncan-Jones, Katherine (ed.); Shakespeare's Poems: Venus and Adonis, The Rape of 
Lucrece and The Shorter Poems; Arden Shakespeare; 3rd Ed.; 2007; p. 98. 

384 Duncan-Jones, Katherine (ed.); Shakespeare's Poems: Venus and Adonis, The Rape of 
Lucrece and The Shorter Poems; Arden Shakespeare; 3rd Ed.; 2007; p. 99. 

385 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Alternative successions of the English and British crown# 

Descendants of Mary Tudor, Queen of France, accessed 3/3/2018. 

386 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ferdinando Stanley, 5th Earl of Derby . 
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It appears then, that for Roman Catholics, who formed a very substantial proportion of the 

populace, there was only one potential Roman Catholic heir of the Tudor blood royal, even if 

via an illegitimate line, and that was Sir John Salusbury. Bear in mind, in this context, that the 
Protestant succession was by no means certain or universally accepted at this time, as 
proved by the numerous plots against Queen Elizabeth, and the Spanish Armada itself of 
course. Note also that Henry Vlll's illegitimate son, Henry Fitzroy (1519-1536), Duke of 
Richmond, was seriously considered as a possible heir to the throne, for a time at least, 
which shows that there was a distinct possibility of an illegitimate heir succeeding to the 
throne in that period; it was not an outlandish idea. 387 

Communicating about the succession secretly was made necessary by the Statute of Silence 
of 1581 (23 Eliz. c.2), which made it a felony, punishable by death, to even discuss the issue 
of the succession to the throne. In this way discussion of the subject was forced 
underground and if done publicly could only be by means of codes or allegory. Putting all 
these factors together, there is no doubt in my mind that The Phoenix and the Turtle is a 
poem about the Roman Catholic heir presumptive to the throne. Sir John Salusbury, as the 
phoenix reborn. 

Did Henry VII marry Sir Roland de Velville's mother? 

Furthermore, there is, in my view, a real possibility that Thomas Salusbury's ancestor. Sir 
Roland de Velville (1471/4-1535), was a legitimate son of Henry VII; that is, that Henry VII, 
then plain Henry Tudor, married Velville's mother in Brittany. 388 At the time, the 1470s, 
Henry Tudor was an untitled and penniless exile descended from an illegitimate line and he 
was not the senior heir to the throne. In such circumstances, he might have considered 
himself lucky to marry into a leading Breton family, given that he was of marriageable age 
and had virtually no prospect of returning to England (and surviving). 

Note that King James VI was himself illegitimate because the marriage between Mary, 

Queen of Scots, and Lord Darnley was void for consanguinity (they were second cousins and 
so related within the forbidden degrees of cousinship) and not even the Pope could grant a 
dispensation, let alone a retrospective one (which he did purport to do); canon law is very 
clear on this point. 389 King James VI was therefore not only excluded from succeeding to the 


387 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Henry FitzRoy, 1st Duke of Richmond and Somerset . 

388 A novel, Cicely's Sovereign Secret (Wilson, Sandra Heath; Buried River Press; 2015), is 
based around this theory and says (p. 345): '"But yes," Henry replied quietly. "When I 
married your sister [Elizabeth of York], / already had a wife and son in Brittany."' So the idea 
is out there. 

389 '[The pope] cannot of his own right dispense from the Divine law (either natural or 
positive).' (Catholic Encyclopedia, under 'Dispensation' 

( http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/05041a.htm ). This also applied under Quinque Libri 
Decretalium (1234). Marriages between close cousins were certainly contrary to natural law, 
if not also positive law (as laid down by scripture). 
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throne of Scotland, but he was also excluded from succeeding to the throne of England, at 
least legally. 

Of course, even if Sir John was a legitimate heir, the daughter of his elder brother, Thomas 
Salusbury (x.1586), Margaret Salusbury, who married William Norris of Speke, was senior to 
him. 

The twist in the (Welsh dragon's) tail 



The Welsh dragon. Note the twist in the tail (Clearly a secret symbol pointing to some sort of 
plot). 

Under Welsh law the eldest son inherited the titles, if any, of his father whether he was 
legitimate or not; the lands were (or were supposed to be) divided equally with no 
distinction between legitimate and illegitimate issue. I believe that the younger siblings 
owed fealty to the eldest sibling for their lands under Cyfraith Hywel ('The Laws of HyweT or 
'The Law of Wales '), 390 as was also the case in Scotland. With great difficulty, Llywelyn the 
Great (c.1172-1240), Prince of Wales, attempted to change this law to allow Dafydd ap 
Llywelen, his eldest legitimate son via Joan, natural daughter of King John, to inherit the 
throne after him, but he was only partially successful in this; Dafydd did succeed to part of 
the lands but he died without issue and was succeeded by Llywelyn ap Gruffudd, the son of 
Dafydd's elder illegitimate half-brother, Gruffudd ap Llywelyn. 391 Thus, the right of an 
illegitimate child to inherit continued to be acknowledged in spite of Llywelyn's attempt to 
displace it and, I believe, remained the default position in Welsh law, at least as far as the 
Welsh people were concerned. 


390 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cyfraith Hywel#Succession, accessed 14/3/2018. 

391 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Llvwelyn the Great#Arrangements for the succession . 
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Note that Edward I's Statute of Rhuddlan of 12 8 4 392 purported to prohibit inheritance by 
bastards but that statute was a royal decree, not an Act of Parliament. It purported to unite 
Wales with England (that is, Wales simply became part of England) and to make Wales 
subject to English law, but it is doubtful whether this decree was effective in law (there 
being no Act of Parliament to put it into law) because it was found necessary to pass an Act 
of Parliament in 15 3 6 393 to achieve the same thing; that is, unite Wales with England and 
make Wales subject to English law. The decree of 1284 was clearly ineffective in any 
practical sense because the preamble to the Act of 1536 acknowledges the 'great discord, 
variance, debate, division, murmur and sedition' that existed as a result of uncertainty in this 
matter. The simple question is 'If the royal decree of 1284 was effective in law, why was it 
necessary to enact the Act of 1536?' So it appears that there was no statutory authority 
behind the subjection of Wales to English law until 1536, one year after the death of Sir 
Roland de Velville. This would mean that, technically. Sir Roland de Velville was, under the 
laws of Wales then existing, the legal (de jure) heir of Henry VII on Henry's death in 1509. 

It appears then that even if Sir Roland de Velville was illegitimate under English law, most 
people in Wales would have considered him to be the senior legal heir of his father, Henry 
VII, being his eldest child, ahead of his younger half-brother, Henry VIII, or anyone else. Thus, 
Thomas Salusbury and Sir John Salusbury had, in the eyes of the Welsh people, a better 
claim to the throne than Henry VIII, Queen Mary, Queen Elizabeth, Mary, Queen of Scots, 
and James VI of Scotland, according to the long-established (but later usurped) laws of 
Wales. The Tudor dynasty was, after all, Welsh, and therefore (arguably) governed by the 
succession laws applying in that country (Remember, that Henry VII gained the crown of 
England by conquest). 

Thomas Salusbury was not only a prince of the Tudor blood royal, but he was also, under the 
laws of Wales, the rightful King of England. 

Criteria 7 - Had overriding (life and death) reasons for concealing his identity 

As a potential claimant to the throne and as someone who, as a member of the Babington 
Plot, had already conspired to overthrow Queen Elizabeth, Thomas Salusbury was probably, 
from Queen Elizabeth's point of view, the most dangerous man in England - had she known 
that he was still alive. Had she found this out, no stone in the kingdom would have been left 
unturned in an effort to track him down and kill him. Thomas Salusbury therefore had the 
strongest possible motive for concealing his identity. The possible motives of other 
'Shakespeare candidates' for concealing their identities, such as the so-called 'stigma of 
print' associated with Edward de Vere, 17 th Earl of Oxford, or Francis Bacon, simply do not 
compare. There can be no comparison between the mere embarrassment of being known to 


392 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Statute of Rhuddlan . 

393 An Acte for Laws & Justice to be ministred in Wales in iikefourme as it is in this Realme 
(27 Henry VIII c. 26); https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Laws in Wales Acts 1535 and 1542 . 
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write poetry and the urgent need to prevent the full weight and power of the Elizabethan 
state being engaged to track you down and kill you. 


Criteria 8 - Knew Wales (The arrow hits the mark) 

David Bottrill is the only person who has explained how 'his Shakespeare candidate' knew 
Wales so well. The supporters of other authorship candidates ignore this question altogether 
as far as I can see. 

'Indeed, what is most remarkable about Shakespeare and Wales is not its ability to surprise 
and delight (although it does that), but the fact that it has taken this long for scholarship to 
recognise the centrality of Wales to Shakespeare's works .' 394 

In the introduction to Shakespeare and Wales: From the Marches to the Assembly Willy 
Maley and Philip Schwzer state: 'Welsh characters and locales feature even more frequently 
in the plays than does contemporary Italy.' 

Many people assert that the centrality of Italy to Shakespeare's works means that he must 
have known Italy well, but if this is true of Italy, is it not also true of Wales? And if 
Shakespeare knew Wales well, why did he? 

In his book. The Man who was never Shakespeare, A. J. Pointon describes a number of place 
names which appear in Shakespeare's works, all close to Watling Street. 395 The logical 
inference is that Shakespeare knew Watling Street well. This does not appear to be 
challenged by Stratfordians since they use the same data to support their candidate, William 
Shaksper, even though Watling Street is not on the route from Stratford-upon-Avon to 
London. As Pointon says, Watling Street is 'the old Roman Road from Canterbury, via London 
and Shrewsbury, into Wales.' Watling Street pretty much points like an arrow from London 
to Thomas Salusbury's home at Lleweni, Denbighshire. It is the road which he would 
unquestionably have used when travelling between Lleweni and London. He must have 
known it well. Furthermore, with regard to Shakespeare's plays, Pointon says: 'The plays 
show that whoever wrote them had a good knowledge of Wales.' 


394 Mottram, Stewart; "Shakespeare and Wales: From the Marches to the Assembly"; Times 
Higher Education; 8/7/2010. A review of Shakespeare and Wales: From the Marches to the 
Assembly (Maley, Willy and Schwyzer, Philip (ed.); Ashgate; 2010). 

395 Parapress, 2011. 
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Watling Street (in red). An arrow pointing straight at North Wales (The L marks Lleweni). The 
yellow line is the mathematically-derived line of best fit (starting from London). The black 
line is the rough route from Stratford to London, per Pointon, via Banbury, Bicester, 
Aylesbury and Watford. 

Pointon also states (my emphasis): 'Sometimes biographers imply that Shakspere [sic] 
derived a love for the theatre from seeing religious "miracle" or "mystery" plays that were 
performed at Coventry twenty miles away until 1579 when William was fifteen. Such 
occasions did attract traders , but that could equally apply to the nearer Warwick and 
Kenilworth. However, the related claim that the plays of Shakespeare show a knowledge of 
mystery plays because Shakspere [sic] went to Coventry is undermined by the fact the 
material in the plays has been traced to the written texts of the Chester mystery plays rather 

than to less sophisticated performances at Coventry.' So how did Shakespeare become 
familiar with the Chester mystery plays? The text of the plays as currently performed seems 
to be derived from written manuscripts and they appear not to have been printed. This very 
probably means that Shakespeare saw them performed. Of course, Chester was close to the 
Salusbury family home at Lleweni and the family had regular and continuing dealings in 
Chester and relationships with many leading local Cheshire families. Again, we need to ask 
not just how Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon could have come to know the Chester 
mystery plays, we need to ask the same question about other authorship candidates such as 
Oxford, Bacon and Marlowe (though the Earls of Derby were local to Chester of course). One 
of the elements that Shakespeare appears to have derived from the mystery plays is the 
famous ass's head in A Midsummer Night's Dream, perhaps the single most recognizable 
Shakespearean motif, derived from Balaam's ass. 
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A Midsummer Night's Dream. The ass's ears point to Chester and its environs. 

As Rowland Wymer states in his Shakespeare and the Mystery Cycles (my emphasis): 396 

'Hamlet's famous reference to the ranting of Herod as typifying a certain style of overacting 
(Hamlet 3.2.13-14) might be taken in isolation as a cultural memory rather than the product 
of Shakespeare's personal experience but the work of Glynne Wickham, Emrys Jones and 
others, together with my own research, has convinced me that Michael O'Connell is right 
when he says we should move beyond our scholarly caution, "eliminate the if and say with 

virtual certainty that Shakespeare saw the Coventry play in the last decade of its existence 

and that it remained in his memory as the theater of his boyhood. "' 

and 

'However, a crucial characteristic of the Coventry cycle which O'Connell fails to mention is 
that since the 1530s it had consisted of only ten pageants covering exclusively New 
Testament material from the Annunciation to Doomsday. There is no hard evidence that the 
Coventry cycle ever contained any Old Testament episodes and, if it had done so, it had 

certainly ceased to do so by the time of Shakespeare.' Since I wish to argue that Shakespeare 


396 Blackwell; 2004; https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.llll/i.0013- 
8312.2004.00044.x . See also http://chester.shoutwiki.com/wiki/Shakespeare and Chester . 
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was strongly influenced by a theatrical version of the Abraham and Isaac story , it is necessary 
to consider where else he could have seen Corpus Christi performances.' 

In other words, the scholarly consensus is moving to the position that Shakespeare actually 
saw the mystery plays being performed and that he can only have done this in Chester or, as 
Wymer argues, wrongly in my view, Lancashire. The Chester mystery plays were a major 
social event drawing large crowds from the surrounding area. I think it is highly likely that 
Thomas Salusbury's family visited Chester to see the mystery plays (and transact business) 
every year. They were probably the major social event of the year until they ceased in 1575, 
when Thomas Salusbury was 11 years old. 

On this basis, in Shakespeare we have a man who knew Wales well, visited Chester and saw 
the mystery plays there, and travelled along Watling Street sufficiently often to become 
familiar with it. This points to the possibility that Shakespeare was a Welshman from North 
Wales. An educated (and therefore well-off) Welshman, who almost certainly went to 
university; a courtier who was familiar with the court and aristocratic households (Thomas 
Salusbury served in the retinue of the Earl of Leicester, who had been granted the Lordship 
of Denbigh by Queen Elizabeth). This must narrow down the field considerably. Further, we 
are probably looking at someone from a literary family, and the Salusbury family of Lleweni 
were the most literary family in North Wales in that period, producing a string of scholars, 
poets and patrons of the arts. All these factors taken together point to just one family, the 
Salusbury family of Lleweni. As far as I can see, Shaksper had no reason to be familiar with 
either Watling Street or the Chester mystery plays. The same goes for Oxford, Bacon, and 
Marlowe, but not Derby (but his familiarity with Wales is another matter). 
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A mystery play being performed in Chester in the Elizabethan period. The little boy in red is 
clearly 'Shakespeare' thinking 'When I grow up I am going to write plays.' Proof or what? 

Criteria 9 - Wrote The Phoenix and the Turtle 

This is a large subject and is covered in the next two chapters. The key point to keep in mind 
is that, while I deal with them in separate chapters, you need to consider the poem. The 
Phoenix and the Turtle, and the painting. Portrait of an Unknown Woman, together because, 
when considered together, there is, I submit, no question about who they refer to. 
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Consider this. We now know that the woman in the painting is Mary, Queen of Scots, mainly 
because of the motto on the painting ('Mea sic mihi prosunt'- 'Thus do mine own treat me') 
which she alone used. The woman is wearing a dress which has phoenixes and turtle doves 
embroidered on it, putting the connection between the poem and the painting beyond 
doubt. This means that the phoenix in the poem (the woman) is also Mary, Queen of Scots. 
The man in the poem is therefore a man associated with both Mary, Queen of Scots, and the 
dedicatee of the poem. Sir John Salusbury. Only one person fits the bill - Thomas Salusbury. 
Going back to the painting, Thomas Salusbury, also fits as the weeping stag, because the 
weeping stag is the emblem of St. Eustace and his saint's day is 20 th September. The 
Babington plotters were executed on 20/9/1586 and 21/9/1586. The reference to bearing 
fruit in the sonnet on the painting also fits because 'eustachios' is the Greek for 'bearing 
fruit'. It all fits like a glove. 

Once we have identified that the phoenix and the turtle dove are Mary, Queen of Scots, and 
Thomas Salusbury, that they were lovers (and almost certainly married) and that they had a 
child, we can then ask how William Shakespeare, who wrote the poem, can possibly have 
known of the relationship between Mary, Queen of Scots, and Thomas Salusbury, and the 
fact that they had a child. 

There is only one person who we know must have known about the relationship and that 
was Thomas Salusbury himself. It follows that the overwhelming likelihood is that William 
Shakespeare and Thomas Salusbury were one and the same person. 

Criteria 10 - Looked like William Shakespeare (It helps) 

Should a 'Shakespeare authorship candidate' look like Shakespeare? Well, it might be 
helpful. So, what about a candidate who is the spitting image of Shakespeare? Is that 
helpful? Stratfordian: 'No! Definitely not! Unless it's the man from Stratford-upon-Avon.' In 
other words, to support their case they quite happily argue that the Stratford monument 
looks like the Droeshout engraving. 

Remember also that supporters of other candidates, such as Edward de Vere, 17 th Earl of 
Oxford, Henry Neville, and even Queen Elizabeth I, have tried to show how their candidate 
looks like either (usually) the Chandos portrait or (sometimes) the Droeshout engraving. 
Clearly, they believe that having a candidate that looks like Shakespeare will support their 
case. Remember the huge argument that erupted over the Ashbourne portrait and whether 
it was a portrait of Edward de Vere which had been tampered with by Stratfordians to 
conceal that fact - until it was shown to be a portrait of my ancestor. Sir Hugh Hamersley. In 
short, everyone uses this argument. 
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Portrait of Thomas Salusbury (left) merging into a portrait of William Shakespeare (right). 397 
This is the Chandos Portrait 398 which is in the National Portrait Gallery, London, and is 
considered to be the most legitimate portrait of Shakespeare, partly because the Droeshout 
portrait (below), commissioned by people who knew Shakespeare, is clearly based upon it. 
This does not prove that Thomas Salusbury was William Shakespeare, but it does prove that 
Thomas Salusbury cannot be dismissed as a candidate on the basis that he looked nothing 
like Shakespeare. The mouths are remarkably similar. In fact, the right-hand portrait could 
very well be a portrait of an older Thomas Salusbury (Larger version 399 ). The Wikipedia entry 
for the Chandos portrait says: 'According to Ben Macintyre, "Some Victorians recoiled at the 
idea that the Chandos portrait represented Shakespeare. One critic, J. Hain Friswell, insisted 
'one cannot readily imagine our essentially English Shakespeare to have been a dark, heavy 
man, with a foreign expression'." Unless he was Welsh of course, when he could well be 'a 
dark, heavy man with a foreign [perhaps Celtic?] expression'. 


397 Video at https://vimeo.com/350199650 . 

398 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chandos portrait . 

399 http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/chandos merge.jpg . 


474 










Sir Tom Jones. The Welsh look - 'o dark , heavy man , with a foreign [or at least non-English; 
that is, Celtic] expression'. Is this what Shakespeare looked like? I think so. 

Comparison process: 

The comparison process simply involves copying one image onto the other, making it semi¬ 
transparent and then resizing it until the pupils of the eyes overlap as exactly as possible. 

You can then compare the rest of the face. I would summarize the results as follows: 

Visual comparison: 

Similarities: 

1. Shape of the face - The overall shape of the face (outline) matches almost perfectly. So 
well that one is tempted to ask whether one portrait was copied from the other. 

2. Mouth - The mouth matches extremely well. I am not a student of the science of facial 
characteristics, but I believe that the mouth is one of the most distinctive (that is, individual) 
features; that is, it is the feature which can be most easily used to recognize someone. When 
I first saw Thomas Salusbury's mouth it struck me as somewhat 'wonky', but that makes it 
even more unusual of course. To find that Shakespeare's mouth matched that 'wonky' 
mouth was extraordinary. 
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Differences: 


1. Nose - Close but Salusbury's nose has just a hint of greater slope towards the end; that is, 
Shakespeare's nose looks at tiny bit straighter. Shakespeare's visible nostril has a higher 
arch. 

2. Eyes - Close but Salusbury's eyes are not very well done in my view, particularly the left 
end of the left eye (as you look at the picture). Salusbury has higher eyebrows, but whether 
this is a feature of youth I do not know. Exposure to light over time can lead to a lowering 
(drawing down) of the eyebrows. 

3. Hair line - Shakespeare has a receding hairline but I attach no importance to this; it is just 
a symptom of age. 

4. Moustache and beard - Different but not important. Facial hair will quite probably not 
remain the same. 

From a 'manual' (non-computer) comparison, I would say that the two faces are remarkably 
similar, particularly given that they represent people at different stages in their lives; one 
aged around 20 and the other aged between roughly 35 and 45. In answer to the question: 
'Could the Chandos portrait be an older Salusbury?', I would say 'Definitely.' 

Computer comparison: 

I compared the portrait of Thomas Salusbury (left) with the Chandos portrait of Shakespeare 
(right) using on-line facial recognition software, 400 using the Chandos portrait as the base; 
that is, asking the question 'How likely is it, using established facial recognition techniques, 
that the man in the portrait of Thomas Salusbury is the same man as the one shown in the 
Chandos portrait?' The answer was 85% (84.2% to be precise), which means that we have 
almost reached the criminal standard of proof of 'beyond reasonable doubt', which is taken 
to mean 'more than 90% certain'. 401 In other words, if it was a crime to be William 
Shakespeare, we can almost convict Thomas Salusbury of that crime on the basis of the 
portrait alone; that is, without using any further evidence to support the 'accusation', such 


400 Their website ( https://www.betafaceapi.com, accessed 19/7/2019) says: 'Years of 
research focused on facial recognition; Robust software for face detection, facial points 
detection, faces analysis and classification, faces comparison and persons identification in 
images, video files and live video streams. Betaface's algorithms are tuned to give best 
results on images and video of even very low quality, regardless of camera type, lighting 
conditions, hairstyle or facial hair presence, and with tolerance to head rotation.’ Customers 
include BAE Systems, Microsoft, Canon, 20th Century Fox, Disney and so on. 

401 Finding a match at 99% confidence (that is, not saying that you have a match unless the 
system says it is at least 99% certain) produced no errors out of a sample of 1 million images 
in a test ( https://aws.amazon.com/blogs/machine-learning/thoughts-on-recent-research- 
paper-and-associated-article-on-amazon-rekognition/, accessed 20/7/2019). Clearly, an 85% 
confidence level will produce more mismatches than a 99% confidence level. 
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as 'Did you live in Elizabethan England?' or 'Have you ever written poetry?' Assuming the 
validity of the methods used in the software, we have certainly proved the matter to the civi 
standard of proof (more than 50% probability), which means that a civil court would rule, 
based on the portrait alone, that Thomas Salusbury and William Shakespeare were one and 
the same person. I am not an expert in facial recognition software, but I think we can take it 
that, unless the software is basically useless, there is a very strong probability that Thomas 
Salusbury and William Shakespeare were one and the same person, using the methods 
employed in facial recognition technology. And remember, we are dealing with portraits 
which were painted at least 15 years apart and possibly 25 years apart. I would say that an 
85% match in such circumstances is absolutely stunning. 
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Partial screenshot of the facial recognition result from betaface. 



The Chandos portrait (left) merging into the Droeshout frontispiece of the First Folio (right), 
so the two pictures above take us from the portrait of Thomas Salusbury to the Droeshout 
First Folio portrait of Shakespeare (Larger version 402 ). 


402 http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/folio chandos mergel.jpg . 
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The top picture is from the Chandos portrait; the bottom one from the portrait of Thomas 
Salusbury. Would you agree with the following two statements? 

1. The shape of the two mouths is highly unusual and particularly so in Tudor period 
portraits. I do not claim to be an expert in Tudor portraits, but I have seen dozens over the 
years and cannot remember having seen anything similar. 

2. The two mouths are pretty much identical, with particular reference to the features 
delineated by black lines. 
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Sir Tom Jones. Did William Shakespeare look like this? You bet. 
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Who wrote The Phoenix and the Turtle ? 



i 

? 


The Phoenix and the Turtle 

Let the bird of loudest lay. 

On the sole Arabian tree. 

Herald sad and trumpet be, 

To whose sound chaste wings obey. 

But thou, shrieking harbinger. 

Foul pre-currer of the fiend. 

Augur of the fever's end, 

To this troop come thou not near. 

From this session interdict 
Every fowl of tyrant wing. 

Save the eagle, feather'd king: 

Keep the obsequy so strict. 


Let the priest in surplice white, 

That defunctive music can. 

Be the death-divining swan. 

Lest the requiem lack his right. 

And thou, treble-dated crow. 

That thy sable gender mak'st 
With the breath thou giv'st and tak'st, 
'Mongst our mourners shalt thou go. 

Here the anthem doth commence: 
Love and constancy is dead; 

Phoenix and the turtle fled 
In a mutual flame from hence. 

So they lov'd, as love in twain 
Had the essence but in one; 

Two distincts, division none: 

Number there in love was slain. 

Hearts remote, yet not asunder; 
Distance, and no space was seen 
'Twixt the turtle and his queen; 

But in them it were a wonder. 

So between them love did shine. 

That the turtle saw his right 
Flaming in the phoenix' sight: 

Either was the other's mine. 

Property was thus appall'd. 

That the self was not the same; 

Single nature's double name 
Neither two nor one was call'd. 

Reason, in itself confounded, 

Saw division grow together; 

To themselves yet either-neither. 
Simple were so well compounded. 


That it cried how true a twain 
Seemeth this concordant one! 

Love hath reason, reason none 
If what parts can so remain. 

'Whereupon it made this threne 
To the phoenix and the dove, 
Co-supreme and stars of love; 

,4s chorus to their tragic scene. 

THRENOS 

Beauty, truth, and rarity, 

Grace in all simplicity. 

Here enclosed, in cinders lie. 

Death is now the phoenix' nest 
And the turtle's loyal breast 
To eternity doth rest. 

Leaving no posterity: 

'Twas not their infirmity. 

It was married chastity. 

Truth may seem, but cannot be: 
Beauty brag, but 'tis not she; 

Truth and beauty buried be. 

To this urn let those repair 
That are either true or fair 
For these dead birds sigh a prayer.' 


'The loveliest of all Shakespeare's poems' (and so the loveliest of all poems) (Allen, Percy; The 
Case for Edward de l /ere Seventh Earl of Oxford as "Shakespeare"-, Cecil Palmer; London; 
1930. 


480 





‘Mir 


LOVES MARTY1L 

O R, 

rosalins complaint. 

<t Allegorically (hadcming the truth oj Lotte , 
in the confhnt Fate of the Phoenix 

and Turtles. 

APocmecnterlaccdwithmuch v-ricticand rariticj 

now firjl tr.inflated ant of the venerable Italian T onjiuto 
Cxliano, by Roiikt Ciieshk. 

Withthctiuelegend of famous King Arthur :, ihc laft of the r.i-e 
Worthics,bcing the first fjjfyofanew Poet icoflcitcd 
out ofdiucrlc Authentic.ill Records. 

J ; W « .1 ll . , 

To thtfe dtre addedfome nen compoftims , of RntrUI modmt Writers ‘ 
vrhtfe name! areJnhfctitrdle theirfinera i o Sm l et. iff* tie 
fell Snlieth vte. ike Fhcenii .mi 
v Turtle. 

C Mart -- .. <J\ future damnum non fotejlliber noint. 

. 1 , , ISt 

• • '< X 

: i* »« 

■_ - > 

•- i 

LONDON 
Imprinted to; £. D. 

Idol. 




The cover of Love's Martyr. 

Allegorical or metaphysical? Allegorically metaphysical? Metaphysically 
allegorical? 

We need to try to identify who the phoenix and the turtle are intended to represent, if 
anyone, because finding who the poem is about might help us to identify who wrote the 
poem. The position I argue below is: 

1. That the poem is allegorical; that is, that it is intended to refer to real people; 

2. That these real people are Mary, Queen of Scots, as the phoenix and Thomas 
Salusbury as the turtle dove; 

3. That the author of the poem had to be aware of the intimate nature of the 
relationship between Mary, Queen of Scots, and Thomas Salusbury; namely, that 
they were married and had a child; 

4. That this knowledge was extremely dangerous and potentially fatal to those who 
possessed it (being a threat to Queen Elizabeth and to the Protestant succession) and 
that it would therefore have been revealed only to a very few people and certainly to 
no-one outside the circle of immediate family and trusted friends, allies or servants; 

5. That the poem concerns the question of the Roman Catholic succession to the 
throne; 

6. That the poem identifies Sir John Salusbury, who was nominally a Protestant, as the 
phoenix reborn; that is, the heir to Mary, Queen of Scots (in preference to the child 
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of Mary, Queen of Scots, and Thomas Salusbury, who was considered to be 
unsuitable due to her age, sex, religion and the fact that her father was thought to 
have been executed some 15 years before); 

7. That Sir John Salusbury's claim is based on the Salusbury family's descent from King 
Henry Vll's illegitimate son. Sir Roland de Velvilie (d. 1535); 

8. That as the heirs of King Henry VII under Welsh law, which did not exclude 
illegitimate children from succession, the Salusbury family were also the heirs of King 
Arthur (as King Henry VII himself also claimed to be) and that this accounts for the 
inclusion of the legend of King Arthur in Love's Martyr, 

9. That another of Shakespeare's works, namely Cymbeline, demonstrates his 
knowledge of the true history of King Arthur; namely, that he was Welsh and based 
in North Wales, as opposed to being English and based in Southern England 
(Glastonbury and its environs); 

10. That the poem may also have been a blueprint for a Roman Catholic revolution and 
plot to seize the throne, probably on the death of Queen Elizabeth; a blueprint in the 
sense that it revealed the names of the main supporters (the birds in the funeral 
procession - the eagle representing the Earls of Derby, for instance) and the cities 
and towns in which the revolution would start, as well as the event which would 
precipitate the revolution (the who, the how and the when). 

Is The Phoenix and the Turtle allegorical? 

Argument 

There has been much debate over the years about whether The Phoenix and the Turtle is 
allegorical or metaphysical. It has been called ’the first great published metaphysical 
poem’f 03 but, on the other hand, many people have attempted to find an allegorical 
meaning in the poem (identify who the phoenix and the turtle are intended to represent). 

An allegorical poem is defined: 'As a literary device, an allegory is a metaphor whose vehicle 
may be a character, place or event, representing real-world issues and occurrences.' 404 So an 
allegorical poem is a poem where something is used to represent something else; that is, 
one thing is used to refer to, but hide, something else. Clearly, one of the reasons for doing 
this may be that the underlying facts or people cannot be revealed for some reason, but 
those underlying facts or people are identifiable by people 'in the know' or who can find the 
'key', whatever that might be. The poet wants to convey the truth but cannot tell it openly. 
On the other hand, 'Metaphysics is a branch of philosophy exploring the fundamental 
questions, including the nature of concepts like being, existence, and reality. It has two 
branches - cosmology and ontology [the philosophical study of the nature of being, 
becoming, existence, or reality]. Traditional metaphysics seeks to answer, in a "suitably 


403 James P. Bednarz in Cheney, Patrick Gerard; The Cambridge Companion to Shakespeare's 
Poetry; Cambridge University Press; 2007; p. 117. See 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Metaphysical poets . 

404 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Allegory . 
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abstract and fully general manner", the questions: (1) What is there?, (2) And what is it 
like?' 405 In a poetical context, it seems to me that 'metaphysical' does not necessarily 
correspond to the proper meaning of that word and can imply nothing more than the use of 
poetical conceits or devices. 

A poem about the truth of (true nature of) love ('What is love?') could be described as 
metaphysical, given that the nature of love is a fundamental question about the nature of 
existence, and, I suppose, a metaphysical poem could also be allegorical, in that it could 
explore a metaphysical question in an allegorical manner; that is, by using one thing to refer 
to another thing. But it seems to me that those people who assert that the poem is 
metaphysical also tend to say that the poem is not allegorical; that is, they say that the 
phoenix and the turtle are not intended to represent real people. This appears to be the 
position taken by James P. Bednarz in his Shakespeare and the Truth of Love: The Mystery of 
'The Phoenix and Turtle', 406 at least to the extent that he does not seek to associate the 
phoenix and the turtle with real people, merely to dismiss existing associations. Is he right? 

I think the answer lies largely in the frontispiece of Love's Martyr, which says that the work is 
'Allegorically shadowing the truth of love in the constant fate of the Phoenix and the Turtle'. 
So, it is there in black and white; The Phoenix and the Turtle is allegorical; it is stated 
expressly that things (such as a phoenix) are used to represent other things (such as a 
person). These words were put on the frontispiece for a reason, and, I submit, the reason 
was to alert the reader to the fact that the work is allegorical in the sense of referring to real 
events, things or people. 

The use of the word 'shadowing' is interesting. The obvious meaning of 'shadowing' is 
'following', in the sense of, say, a detective 'shadowing' a suspect. But an alternative possible 
meaning is 'to cover by a shadow'; that is, to hide in the shadows. I think that this is the 
better interpretation, which means that the frontispiece announces that the work uses 
unreal events, things or people to conceal real events, things or people. So, 'allegorically 
shadowing the truth of love' means 'concealing a real (true) love story (or story of constancy 
and devotion) by means of allegory'. 

In Love's Martyr, Robert Chester's dialogue between nature, the phoenix and the turtle is 
headed ’To those of light beleefe’. The second verse ends: ’Learne more, search much, and 
surely you shall find Plaine honest Truth and Knowledge comes behind. 1 Is this a mere 
poetical device? Possibly, but, arguably, it means what it says; that the story which follows is 
true and describes actual events. In short, the point is repeatedly made that the story of the 
phoenix and the turtle is true in that it reflects real people and actual events. 

When a poet or playwright published allegorical material which was intended to ridicule, 
insult or criticize someone, particularly a powerful person such as the Queen, or to say 
something politically risky or even illegal, one way of attempting to avoid personal 


405 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Metaphysical poets . 

406 Palgrave Macmillan; 2012. 
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responsibility for authoring such material was to assert that it was simply an adaption or 
translation of material previously published by another person, usually a foreigner (who 
could not answer back); in other words, to say, in effect: 'Don't blame me, I am not the 
author, I am simply repeating/have translated what another person wrote.' Clearly, where 
such a diversionary device (diverting possible blame) is used, it indicates very strongly that 
the material is an allegory intended to refer to a specific person or persons or to say 
something politically risky or even illegal. This is because if no such allegorical reference is 
intended, there is no need to use the device; the author is actually innocent of any intention 

to insult or criticize anyone. Now the title of Loves Martyr says: ’...now first translated out of 
the venerable Italian Torquato Caeliano... 1 , a non-existent Italian author. This 'shifting of 
blame' onto a non-existent foreign author is very strong evidence that 'Loves Martyr' is an 
allegory intended to refer to real people, events or issues. After all, why would a poet seek 
to avoid taking credit for a poem he had written? Logically, he would try to ensure that he is 
given credit as the author, unless he had some reason for not wanting to be identified as the 
author (that is, originator), in which case he becomes simply the adapter, translator or 
publisher of another person's work. 

Willobie His Aviso 407 is a narrative poem registered in 1594 about a woman, Avisa, pursued 
by a series of would-be seducers, who she rebuffs while remaining a constant wife. The 
preface to the poem states 'there is something under these false titles and shows that hath 
been truly done'. This indicates that the characters in the poem represent real people and 
the assumption must be that Avisa is intended to represent Queen Elizabeth. The fact that 
the poem was censured by the authorities in 1599 supports this idea. In addition. Queen 
Elizabeth's personal motto was 'Semper eadem' ('always the same'), and the chaste heroine 
of Willobie His Avisa signs five epistles either 'Alwaies the same, Avisa' or 'Alway the same, 
Auisa'. Nonetheless, it appears that, until the nineteenth century, academics took the poem 
at face value as a simple morality tale not intended to refer to real people, and it was only 
later that academics began to look beneath the surface, although the popularity of the poem 
at the time indicates that audiences knew very well who the poem referred to. Now, the 
words of the preface ('there is something under these false titles and shows that hath been 
truly done') closely parallel the words on the title page of Love's Martyr ('Allegorically 
shadowing the truth of love in the constant fate of the Phoenix and the Turtle"), in that false 
titles and shows' equates to 'allegorically' and 'truly done' equates to 'the truth of love', and 
the dialogue between nature, the phoenix and the turtle ('Learne more, search much, and 
surely you shall find Plaine honest Truth and Knowledge comes behind.'). Surely then, a 
contemporary audience would have interpreted these words to mean that the phoenix and 
the turtle in Love's Martyr were intended to represent real people. 

In law, a person (poet in this case) can reasonably be taken to have intended the obvious 
consequences of his actions (or words). Since it was an obvious consequence of these words 
that the audience would interpret them to mean that the phoenix and the turtle were 


407 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Willobie His Avisa#Additional controversy and consideratio 

ns. 
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intended to represent real people, we must take it that the poet intended that consequence. 
Since the poet intended that the audience would interpret the poem as referring to real 
people, it follows that it must refer to real people. To refuse to acknowledge this logic is 
simply perverse, given that it would have been very easy to include some form of words 
which made it quite clear that the poem was not intended to refer to real people, if that had 
been the case. Further, the risk that a poem might be taken to refer to real people, even if 
not intended to, and be censored as a result means that if the poet did not intend to refer to 
real people, the obvious thing to have done would have been to say so in plain words. This 
was not done. In short, the poet must have known very well how his words were likely to be 
interpreted (as referring to real people) and he did nothing to prevent that interpretation, so 

(in law at least) he intended that interpretation. 

Of course, once we have accepted that the poem is or could be allegorical (uses the phoenix 
and the turtle to refer to real people), the question becomes: 'IM?o are the phoenix and the 
turtle?' And once we know who the real people behind the poem are, it becomes clear what 
the poem is (must be) about; the restoration of the Roman Catholic monarchy. 

Note also that many academics argue that the poem deals only with the death of truth and 
beauty, since there is no mention of the re-birth of the phoenix. But take another look at the 
first two lines ('Let the bird of loudest lay, on the sole Arabian tree...'). Which bird sits in the 
'sole Arabian tree 1 ? There is only one which has ever done so; the phoenix. 408 So, in the 
poem, the phoenix reborn is herald to the funeral of the phoenix and the turtle - which 
means that the phoenix has already been reborn (of course it has). The poem mourns the 
death of truth and beauty, but the very essence of perfection exists in the phoenix reborn. 
And what is perfect is also true and beautiful, so truth and beauty are not, cannot be, dead. 
This is the inherent contradiction in the poem; it both mourns the death of truth and beauty 
and acknowledges their re-birth at the same time. But, then again, that is what the phoenix 
has always been about; perfection giving birth to perfection. 409 

However, there are, in my opinion, two parts of the poem which prove beyond question that 
the poem is intended to refer to real people. The first is the lines: 

'Hearts remote, yet not asunder; 

Distance, and no space was seen 
'Twixt the turtle and his queen; 

But in them it were a wonder.' 

The use of the word 'remote' implies more to me than just 'apart'; it means 'unable to meet'. 
After all, it would have been just as valid to say 'hearts apart yet not asunder', so, in my 


408 ’the only creature ever associated with this legendary exotic arbor (by some accounts the 
only one to exist in the desert of Arabia) is the phoenix' (Bednarz, James P.; Shakespeare and 
the Truth of Love: The Mystery of 'The Phoenix and Turtle'; Palgrave Macmillan; 2012; p. 
124). 

409 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Phoenix (mythology) . 
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view, the use of the word 'remote' is deliberate and implies more than just 'apart'. 
Furthermore, mere distance is no necessary barrier to people being together, if the parties 
are free to travel. So, remoteness in this context implies that the two lovers cannot meet 
and this implies that one or both of them are physically restrained; that is, are in prison or 
restrained in some other way. Given that the phoenix is female and is referred to as a 
'queen', can we think of a queen who was imprisoned (and who is now dead) who is 
connected to Sir John Salusbury in some way? Mary, Queen of Scots, perhaps? Further, if the 
poem is not intended to refer to actual people, why refer to remoteness at all, since it is not 
something which applies to lovers generally? So, the fact that Shakespeare refers to 
something which does not apply to lovers generally indicates very strongly that the poem 
concerns an actual couple - real people. 

The second is the lines: 

'Leaving no posterity: 

'Twas not their infirmity. 

It was married chastity.' 

Flow do we explain this? 

Let's start with the assumption that the phoenix and the turtle are not intended to represent 
real people. This would mean that the poem is simply about the nature of true love in 
general terms. In essence, the poem says that true love involves a love that is so strong that 
two people become one ('number there in love was slain'). All seven verses of the 'anthem' 
are on this theme. The only variation from the theme is where the poem says that the turtle 
saw his right flaming in the phoenix' sight. But true love is something freely given and freely 
received; it does not involve 'rights' in any way because that would imply an ability to 
demand love. You cannot demand love, so what right is being referred to? Well, I will deal 
with that below; it is sufficient in this context to know that the reference to rights does not 
come into the question of the nature of true love (it is another matter relating to the specific 
couple referred to in the poem). This brings us to the three lines starting 'Leaving no 
posterity'. Now, if you wanted to say that true love involves chastity, you would not need to 
say that the phoenix and the turtle did not have an infirmity. Why would you? Chastity 
would be an intrinsic element of true love, not something ever resulting from some extrinsic 
factor like an infirmity, which necessarily would only apply to a small proportion of people. If 
true love involves chastity then you must be chaste as a matter of choice, not as a result of 
something you have no choice about (an infirmity). So, in this context, an infirmity is 
irrelevant. In short, the three lines simply do not make sense in the context of a poem that is 
dealing with the nature of true love in general terms and without reference to a specific 
couple. Quite the opposite, the three lines are clearly intended to explain why the specific 
couple (the people the poem is about) did not have children. This means in turn that the 
poem is not asserting that chastity is a necessary element of true love, just explaining 
something about the couple being referred to in the poem. In fact, of course, true love 
implies the opposite (that is, that it will result in children), as I explain below, which is why it 
is necessary to explain why the couple did not have children in spite of their true love. 

Let me put this another way. If true love is chaste, then it is only necessary to state this fact 
in the poem in some way. The same applies if true love does not need to be chaste. This is 
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not what these lines are doing; they are explaining why a specific couple did not have 
children and that was not because of 'infirmity' (physically incapacity) but because they were 
chaste even though married ('married chastity'). The point about these lines is that if it is 
necessary to explain why the couple did not have children, this necessarily means that they 
could have had children if the circumstances had been different. In other words, the poem is 
not ruling that chastity is a necessary element of true love, it is just noting why, in this 
specific case, the couple did not have children. After all, the whole purpose of marriage is (1) 
to have children and (2) to provide mutual support and companionship, each unto the other. 
The whole central part of the poem is about how two lovers become one; this (becoming 
one) is what true love involves. But in what way do two people become one? Largely 
through physical union. Can two people fully become one without becoming one in the 
generally accepted physical sense? Most people would think not. So, the central part of the 
poem about two people being united in love carries a very heavy implication that this 
involves a physical union. Since becoming one involves a physical union, the question then 
arises as to why the couple remained childless in spite of their 'oneness'. The three lines 
quoted above explain why; the couple were married but remained chaste. The word 'their' is 
clearly referring to an actual couple because saying that their childless marriage was not 
because of infirmity implies that it could have been because of infirmity. In other words, why 
say that their chastity was not due to infirmity if it couldn't have been due to infirmity in any 
event? Most people would say that physical union is not just a necessary part of true love, 
but that physical union is the highest and most perfect expression of true love. Is it possible 
that the poet of true love is saying here that true love must be chaste? That would be a 
contradiction of the one thing that makes Shakespeare Shakespeare above all others, in my 
view, which is that the path of true love leads to the highest expression of love, which is 
physical union in marriage as accepted and sanctified by the Church. Why did Romeo and 
Juliet get married? If true love doesn't require marriage, why didn't they just run off 
together? In other words, Shakespeare cannot be saying in these lines that true love involves 
chastity because that was anathema to him, so he can only be raising the issue of chastity 
because it explains why the particular couple remained childless. In plain English the poem is 
saving "True love is exemplified by the love between the phoenix and the turtle and the love 
between these two people compares to that love (meets that standard), but, in spite of this, 
the couple had no children because their relationship was chaste." The implication of the 
need to explain their childless state is that, in the normal course of events, true love entails 
children, which is, of course, quite correct. 

But, beyond this, is there any evidence pointing to either Thomas Salusbury or Sir John 
Salusbury, other than the purported ciphers which Bottrill claims to have found (which will 
never be accepted by those determined to take the opposite view)? The answer is 'Yes, in 
the poem itself.' 

The proposition is that the identities of the phoenix and the turtle were hidden by allegory 
because to reveal them would have been fatal; it would have amounted to a capital crime. In 
short, I argue that the phoenix is Mary, Queen of Scots, and the turtle is Thomas Salusbury. 
No other couple fits the three requirements of (1) being dead (or believed to be dead in the 
case of Thomas Salusbury), (2) having no children and (3) being connected to Sir John 
Salusbury (since the poem is dedicated to him, we must conclude that the subject of the 
poem - the phoenix and the turtle - are connected to him, and, if they refer to real people. 
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that those people must be connected to him). These requirements exclude Queen Elizabeth 
and any other person as her 'turtle' (because she was still alive). Sir John Salusbury and his 
wife (because they were both alive and had children - and he was the Phoenix reborn in any 
event) and the 'Catholic martyrs' suggested by some people (because they had no particular 
connection to Sir John Salusbury). 

To publish such a poem (one about the succession to the throne) would have been a capital 
crime because it was a capital crime to even discuss the succession to the throne under the 
Statute of Silence of 1581 (23 Eliz. c.2), and the death of one phoenix, being the rightful heir 
to the throne (as Mary, Queen of Scots, was considered by many people to be), necessarily 
implies the birth of another phoenix, being the rightful heir to the throne. In short, the poem 
is about the succession to the throne of the rightful (Roman Catholic) heir. Sir John Salusbury 
(although he was nominally a Protestant - an easy and necessary deception 410 ); the risen 
phoenix and, as the heir of King Arthur, the 'future king' part of the 'once and future king'. 
Who is the 'future king', the King Arthur reborn? Sir John Salusbury 'the Strong', as he was 
known. Note that Phillip II of Spain, at the time of his marriage to Mary I in 1554, said that he 
would relinquish the throne if King Arthur were to return, which shows that the idea of King 
Arthur's return was taken seriously at the time. 411 

Conclusion 

For these reasons, it is clear not only that the poem is intended to refer to real people but 
that those real people were confined to the family or close circle of the dedicatee. Sir John 
Salusbury (d. 1612). 


410 'However, it seems that John did not espouse his brother's Catholicism, and for the rest of 
his life earnestly avowed his allegiance to Queen Elizabeth and her Protestantism. However, 
as Daniel Huws point-out [sic], '... [Sir John Salusbury] was thick with those recusant 
Lancashire families, Robert Parry was a Catholic, Thomas Williams, his physician, was one. 
And, tellingly, I think, he was buried at night, as were many Catholics (not to draw attention 
to the Catholic rites). So perhaps a closet Catholic, or one who reverted at the end of his life." 
(Jones, John Idris; William Shakespeare and John Salusbury: what was their relationship?; 
Transactions of the Denbighshire Historical Society 59; 2011; 56-96). So, we have strong 
grounds for suspecting that Sir John Salusbury was a secret Roman Catholic (and North 
Wales was a stronghold of Roman Catholicism). With regard to the burial at night, see the 
diary of Piers Roberts, Registrar of St. Asaph, begun 1572 (Williams, John; The Records of 
Denbigh and its Lordship; George Bayley; Wrexham; 1860; p. 126; Roberts, Peter; Y cwtta 
cyfarwydd: "The chronicle written by the famous clarke, Peter Roberts," notary public, for 
the years 1607-1646; London; Whiting & Co.; 1883; p. 35). 

411 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/King Arthur's messianic return . 
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Arthurian connections (Arthurian sites in North Wales and the Arthurian 
connections of the Salusbury family) 

Argument 

Once we have accepted this interpretation of the poem, the inclusion of the history of King 
Arthur as the central theme of Love's Martyr makes sense. Critically, the inclusion of the 
history of King Arthur in Love's Martyr makes no sense, that I can see, outside this 
interpretation. Why is a history of King Arthur the main element of a work dedicated to Sir 
John Salusbury? What connection, if any, did he have to King Arthur? I would argue that 
once the whole makes sense, including things which appear to have no relationship to each 
other, we can then be reasonably certain that we have arrived at the right answer. 



Moel Arthur (Map ref: 53.184719, -3.280654 - 4 miles from Lleweni Hall). An Iron Age hill 
fort four miles from and within sight of the seat of the Salusbury family at Lleweni Hall, 
Denbigh (Map ref: 53.205904, -3.376231). Other Arthurian sites in the area are (1) King 
Arthur's Stone (Map ref: 53.214366, -3.3009899 - 3 miles), (2) Halkyn Mountain (Avalon), 
the site of Avalon according to a recent (2000) book. The Keys to Avalon; The True Location 
of Arthur's Kingdom Revealed (Map ref: 52.700452, -3.902411 - 7 miles); (3) Maen Huail or 
King Arthur's Stone, Ruthin, where King Arthur beheaded Huail, his rival in love and war 
(Map ref: 53.114401, -3.310721 - 7 miles), (4) Carreg Carn March Arthur, a hoof print of King 
Arthur's horse (Map ref: 53.155094, -3.1941976 - 8 miles), (5) King Arthur's Round Table at 
Bryn Rhyd-Yr-Arian (Map ref: 53.191982, -3.557588 - 8 miles) (John Leland wrote 'There is in 
the paroch of Llansannan in the side of a stony hille a place where ther be 24. holes or places 
in a roundel for men to sitte in, but sum I esse and sum bigger, cutte out of the mayne rok by 
mannes hand, and there childern and young men cumming to seke their catelle use to sitte 
and play. Sum caulle it the round table. Kiddes use ther communely to play and skip from 
sete to sete. '), 412 (6) Arthur's Stone (Map ref: 53.014656, -3.1581328 - 16 miles), (7) Eliseg's 


412 Smith, L. T. (ed.); The Itinerary in Wales of John Leland in or about the years 1536-1539; 
George Bell and Sons; London; 1906. 
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Pillar 413 (Map ref: 52.992116, -3.189353 - 17 miles; one and a half miles from Castell Dinas 
Bran, the Grail Castle) (Erected by Cyngen ap Cadell, 414 the last King of Powys, in memory of 
his grandfather Elisedd ap Gwlog. After Cyngen died, the Kingdom of Powys was taken over 
by Rhodri Mawr (Rhodri the Great, King of Gwynedd), son of Cyngen's sister. Nest ferch 
Cadell. Katheryn Tudor of Berain has 64 lines of descent (documented so far) from Nest (40 
via King Henry VII and all via Rhodri Mawr); her husband, John Salusbury of Lleweni, has 24, 
which means that Thomas Salusbury has 88 lines from Nest. See the Arthurian legends for 
the connection between King Arthur and Vortigern, founder of the royal line of Powys.), (8) 
Castell Dinas Bran (The Grail Castle, where the Holy Grail is reputedly hidden) (Map Ref: 
52.979318, -3.158532 - 18 miles) (The link between the Grail Castle and Castell Dinas Bran 
lies in the motto 'Corbenic' carved over the entrance of the Grail Castle. 'Corbenic' is Old 
French for crow or raven and 'Bran' is the Welsh for raven.), (9) Pencraig Arthur (Map ref: 
53.167984, -3.7741184 -17 miles), (10) Arthur's Lake (Llyn Llydaw at 53.067600, -4.049372 - 
30 miles, Llyn Dinas at 53.026059, -4.063353 - 31 miles, and Llyn Ogwen at 53.124228, - 
4.004230 - 26 miles - Llyn Llydaw and Llyn Ogwen are both supposed to be the lake into 
which Excalibur was thrown; Llyn Llydaw is supposed to be the lake across which King Arthur 
sailed to Avalon), (11) Dinas Emrys , 415 a hill fort where Merlin found the red dragon of Wales 
(the British) fighting the white dragon of the Saxons (Map ref: 53.022000, -4.079000 - 32 
miles), (12) Cadair Idris (Arthur's Seat - it is disputed that it has any Arthurian connection) 
(Map ref: 52.700452, -3.902411 - 41 miles), (13) Nant Gwrtheyrn ('The valley of Vortigern'), 
supposed grave of Vortigern (Map ref: 52.978502, -4.459564 - 48 miles, site not marked on 
map), (14) Llyn Barfog or 'Bearded Lake', where King Arthur killed a monster (The Avanc) 
(Map ref: 52.570015, -3.989240 - 51 miles), (15) Bardsey Island, reputedly Avalon and/or the 
burial place of Arthur and/or Merlin (Map ref: 52.760725, -4.788046 - 66 miles). Note that 
also in the area of the lake of Llyn Llydaw are the summit of Snowdon (Yr Wyddfa - 'The 
Tumulus') where Arthur is said to have killed the giant, Rhitta Gawr (Map ref: 53.068387, - 
4.076871); Camlann/Cwn Llan, site of King Arthur's last battle (Map ref: 53.048838, - 
4.066192); Bwlch y Saethau ('The Pass of the Arrows'), where King Arthur was said to have 
been killed, and the site of a cairn, Carnedd Arthur, until the 1850s (Map ref: 53.067588, - 
4.070219); Glaslyn, another lake into which it is said that Excalibur was thrown (Map ref: 
53.070527, -4.065970); Crib y Ddysgl, where Merlin is said to have hidden the golden throne 
of Britain (Map ref: 53.075794, -4.067187) and Y Lliwedd, where it is said that Arthur's 
knights sleep (Map ref: 53.058382, -4.052866). 


413 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pillar of Eliseg . 

414 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cyngen ap Cadell . 

415 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dinas Emrys . 
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Y Lliwedd in the top left-of-centre (the peak in dark shadow), with Bwlch y Saethau right-of- 
centre, Uyn Llydaw middle-left and Glaslyn bottom-right. 



Castell Dinas Bran. 
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Castell Dinas Bran (The Grail Castle) by Henry Smyth (active C1800-1873), National Library of 
Wales (painted from about 52.966692, -3.089227 I guess). 



King Arthur's Round Table at Bryn Rhyd-Yr-Arian (Map ref: 53.191982, -3.557588, 
http://www.geograph.org.uk/photo/3907847) . 
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Looking west over the Vale of Clwyd from Penycloddiau (Map ref: 53.199297, -3.306027 - 
the photo appears to have been taken near 53.210820, -3.317728), which is about a mile 
and a half north-west of Moel Arthur. Lleweni Hall is just above the horizontal centre line 
and just to the right of the vertical centre line, as indicated, just in front of a patch of dark 
(the lower left-most of three dark patches going diagonally upwards to the right); that is, the 
lower-left quadrant of the upper-right quadrant of the picture. A large part of the view 
formed the Lleweni estate of the Salusbury family. 


|A |B 



Looking back (eastwards) towards the Clwydian Hills from Plas Clough (Google map ref: 
53.198619, -3.412719), just north of Denbigh on the A525. The house was built by Katheryn 
of Berain's second husband. Sir Richard Clough, and was sold for the first time since 1567 in 
2017. Lleweni Hall is beyond the trees on the left (beneath the marker marked A) and Moel 
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Arthur is, I think, below the marker marked B. The more prominent peak on the right is, I 
think, Moel Famau (Google map ref: 53.154449, -3.255133). 

Conclusion 

The physical evidence of place names and the local legends associated with them show that 
King Arthur, if he existed at all, was a King or military leader in North Wales. 

For what it is worth, I believe that an Arthur did exist in North Wales, though he may have 
been a military leader rather than a king. I think it is quite likely that there have been several 
'Arthurs' or people who played an Arthur-like role in different places at different times. The 
broad story of his life (man fights battles, man wins battles, man is killed in battle) is 
probably correct. There must have been many like him. Some of the legends associated with 
Arthur may well have an origin in fact, others probably not. Who am I to say what is true and 
what is not? The general concept of a leader who fought a long war of attrition against the 
Saxon invaders is eminently believable. The ideals which Arthur personifies are actually far 
more important, and real, than the details of and legends about his life and death. The 
legends are merely romantic expressions of the ideal, but they serve an important purpose 
nonetheless because people need a higher vision to follow; they need to be a part of 
something greater than themselves. The ideals themselves live on and will always be a 
beacon to those who fight similar battles for similar reasons. For these reasons. King Arthur 
could not be more real or more relevant. Fie is, quite rightly, eternal; that is, in a sense, he 
will always be sleeping in a cave with his knights. Fie wakens when we waken him in our 
hearts; become, in a small way, Arthurs ourselves. So I will leave it to others to nit-pick over 
the details; they have missed the point entirely. 
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Male-line descent of King Henry VII from King Arthur (courtesy of David 
Hughes) 

Argument 

01. ARTHUR, King of Britain 495/504/507-538 416 
02. Amhar [Anir; Enir] (d. 517) 

03. Cadrod "Calchvynydd" (d. 556) [who is not to be confused with Cadros [Cadrod] of Kelso, 
the son of Cynwyd Cynwydion, of the "Cole Godebog Pedigree", as he sometimes mistakenly 
is] 

04. Yspwys (Esbwys), Lord of Ercing [Ergyng - https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ergyng1 (d. 581), 
one of the sons of Cadrod "Calchvynydd" (Kadrawt "Kalchvynydd"), the son of Enir/Anir, i.e. 
Am[ha]r, the son of King Arthur, is to be identified with the Yspwys who heads the list of the 
Tudors' ancestors, which makes a direct male-line descent from King Arthur to the Tudors. 
Yspwys married the sister of St. Samlet of Gwent and begot Cyngu "Carcludwys" 

05. Cyngu "Carcludwys", Lord of Ercing (d. 624) [his epithet, doubles for his name in some 
manuscripts]; he married Tegau, the daughter of Tudor "Mawr" of Brittany, the mother, not 
wife, of Alltu "Redegog" 

06. Alltu "Redegog", Lord of Ercing 
07. Yspwys, Lord of Ercing 
08. Mwyntyrch, Lord of Ercing 

09. Yspwys, Lord of Ercing [misidentified with Yspwys, the son of Cadrod "Calchvynydd", in 
some manuscripts, hence, omitting five generations, # 3-7] 

10. Manan, a Welsh noble 

11. Mor, a Welsh noble 

12. Elvyw (Elfyw) (Eiluyw; Aildyw; Elevan), a Welsh noble 

13. Kynan (Cynan), Lord of Clwyd [Denbigh] 

14. Marchudd, Lord of Rhos, the head of one of the "Eight Noble Tribes" of Wales, resided in 
Denbighshire 

15. Kerwit (Karwedh; Corwedd), Lord of Brnffenigl (Brynffanigl) [Abergele] 

16. Senylt (Siaset) (lasedd; laseth) (lassedd) (Jafsedd) (Jafeth), Lord of Brnffenigl = Nest 

17. Nethan (Methan) (Inethan), Lord of Brnffenigl 

18. Edred (Edryd; Edryt), a Welsh prince 

19. Idnerth, Lord of Brnffenigl 

20. Gwgon (Gwgawn), Lord of Brnffenigl 

21. lorwerth. Lord of Brnffenigl = Gwenllian, dau of Rhirid ap Pasgen 

22. Kendrig (Cynwrig; Cynfrig), Lord of Brnffenigl = Yngharad 

23. Edynfed "Fychan", Lord of Abergele [Brynffenigl] & Seneschal of Gwynedd, d. 1246 417 = 1 
Tangwystl (ancestor by her of the Griffith family of Penrhyn), = 2 Gwenllian, dau of "The Lord 
Rhys", Prince of Deheubarth 


416 Hughes, David; Chronicle of the Kings and Queens of Britain: From the Earliest Times to 
the Present-, Heritage Books; 2013. 

417 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ednyfed Fychan . 
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24. Goronwy, Lord of Tref-Gastel, d. 1268 (issue of 2) = Morfydd, dau of Meuric, Lord of 
Gwent 

25. Tudor "Hen", Lord of Penmynydd, d. 1311 = Angharad, dau of Ithel "Fychan", Lord of 
Englefield 

26. Goronwy, Lord of Penmynydd, d. 1331 = Gwervyl, dau of Madoc ap David, Baron of 
Hendwr 

27. Tudor "Fychan", Lord of Penmynydd, d. 1367 = Margaret, dau of Thomas ap Llywelyn, 
Lord of South Wales 

28. Maredudd, a Welsh noble, d. 1406 = Meredith, dau of David Fychan [ap David Lloyd], 
Lord of Anglesey 

29. Owain Tudor, a Welsh squire, d. 1461 = Catherine of France, widow of King Henry V of 
England 

30. Edmund Tudor, Earl of Richmond, d. 1456 = Margaret Beaufort (Heiress of the House of 
Lancaster; that is, John of Gaunt, Duke of Lancaster) 

31. HENRY VII (Henry Tudor), King of England, exactly 30th in male-line descent from King 
Arthur = Elizabeth of York 

32. Sir Roland de Velville (illegitimate son of Henry VII by a Breton lady) = Agnes Griffith of 
Penrhyn (see 23, so she was descended from King Arthur as well) 

33. Jane Velville = Tudor ap Robert Fychan of Berain 

34. Catherine Tudor of Berain (d. 1591) = John Salusbury of Lleweni 

35. Thomas Salusbury (x. 1586) 

Many might think that the above line of descent is a laughable fiction but, frankly, such an 
opinion is irrelevant; it is what people believed at the time that matters. And, boy, did they 
believe it. Welshmen flocked to the dragon banner of Henry Tudor as the claimed heir of 
King Arthur. The line back to Marchudd, Lord of Rhos (number 14) is generally accepted and 
prior entries all have some form of evidence/reasoning to support them, although such 
reasoning/evidence will never be accepted by the 'Where's King Arthur's birth certificate?' 
brigade; that is, people who insist on applying modern documentation standards to the Dark 
Ages (they insist on contemporaneous documentation whether on paper or on stone). 
Interestingly, oral genealogies (or, rather, oral genealogies not written down until 
generations later) have been accepted in Scottish courts of law (including the Court of 
Session, Scotland's highest civil court) to prove descent. And Homer's Iliad was an oral story 
written down centuries after the event, but it was used to locate the city of Troy and was 
thus proved to be based on fact. In the Pacific Islands, oral genealogies have been proved to 
be remarkably accurate over many generations, so it would be foolish to dismiss the oral 
histories or pedigrees handed down by the Welsh bards. 
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Daily Post (https://www.dailypost.co.uk/news/north-wales-news/forget- 
glastonbury-king-arthur-really-11988866) 

'Forget Glastonbury - King Arthur is really from Llangollen 

The legendary knight's real home is North Wales and the Holy Grail was here too authors 
claim 

By Steve Bag nail, 8 Oct 2016 

The legends of King Arthur have enthralled generations around the world spawning TV 
series, films, books and debate. Over the centuries the exploits of Arthur and the Knights 
of the Round table, based at the fabled Camelot castle, were romanticised and added to 
by writers and still grip the imagination today. Only last year the latest Hollywood take on 
the tale, King Arthur: Legend of the Sword was filmed in Gwynedd, starring Jude Law, 
Charlie Hunnam and Eric Bana. But North Wales' link to the Once and Future King may 
well be more than being the stunning backdrop to the latest swords and sandals 
blockbuster. Early fragments of the tales of Arthur can be traced back to Wales with 
stories in ancient texts such as the Mabinogion, and references in the Annales Cambriae 
and The Historia Brittonum. However a strong argument was made by authors Steve 
Blake and Scott Lloyd that King Arthur's kingdom was in fact in north east Wales. They 
spent years researching a book, The Keys to Avalon, using the 2,000 items in the Mold 
Arthurian collection and suggested the true Glastonbury was in fact at Valle Crucis Abbey 
in Llangollen and Avalon itself can be found in Halkyn. Sifting through the myths for clues, 
scholars have put forward a wealth of theories where the historical Arthur may have 
originated from. These have included Glastonbury, Tintagel Castle in Cornwall and 
Caerleon in South Wales. But Blake and Lloyd say King Arthur's supposed Cornish origins 
occurred following a mistranslation of Welsh place names by Geoffrey of Monmouth. 

They say there is a clear link between the Llangollen area and King Arthur and his fabled 
quest for the Holy Grail - which was said to contain the blood of Christ and brought to 
ancient Britain by Joseph of Arimathea. According to them Castell Dinas Bran above 
Llangollen was the Grail Castle. It has been argued original Welsh stories may have 
influenced the later medieval romances through professional story-tellers. The debate 
over Arthur's origins even sparked a row in Parliament during 2002, following news that 
Steven Spielberg was looking to create a new TV series based on the legendary king. Six 
North Wales MPs, including Clwyd South's Martyn Jones, tabled House of Commons 
motions seeking to lay claim for their constituencies to be recognised as the home of King 
Arthur. At the time the former Clwyd South MP said: "I have read the exaggerated and 
incorrect stories about Arthur with some interest in recent days. Arthur's connections are 
with the Vale of Llangollen, simple as that."' 

See also https://www.walesonline.co.uk/news/wales-news/landowner-claims-direct- 
descent-king-2380062 
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La Mort d'Arthur (The Death of King Arthur) by James Archer (1860). 

Conclusion 

Contemporary Welshmen believed that the Salusbury family was descended from King 
Arthur and, at that time, people accepted King Arthur as a historical figure. This explains the 
inclusion of material relating to King Arthur in Love's Martyr. 

Cymbeline - A message hidden in plain sight? 

Argument 

In their book The Keys to Avalon; The True Location of Arthur's Kingdom Revealed, 418 which 
identifies North Wales as Arthur's kingdom, the authors Steve Blake and Scott Lloyd say that 
Robert Chester states, in Love's Martyr, that Arviragus 419 was "King of Venedotia 1 (North 
Wales)’. On page 202 they say (my emphasis): 'Robert Chester records Arviragus as King of 


418 Element Books; 2000; p. 30. 

419 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Arvirargus . 
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Venedotia (Gwynedd) and thereby relates the only tradition to place Arviragus in an exact 
geographical setting.' Up to that time, Arviragus had been described either as a British 
prince, but, even then, only by implication (Juvenal, Satire , IV, 126-127), or as King of 
Britain 420 by Geoffrey of Monmouth in his Historia Regum Britanniae ('4.12-17). This story 
was incorporated by Raphael Holinshed into The Chronicles of England, Scotland, and Ireland 
(1577, i, 32), which was used by Shakespeare as the source for Cymbeline. 


On either hand did two Archbifhops ride. 
Supporting Arthur of Dritania, 

And fourc Kings before him did abide, 

Angifcll King of flout Albania, 

And Cadual King of Vcncdocia, 

Cador of Cornavaile mongfl thefe Princes paft. 
And Safer of Dcmctia was the lafl. 


Arviragus ('Cadual 1 i.e. Cadwal') is mentioned in Love's Martyr. 

However, once you are aware that 'Britain' actually means 'Wales', it follows, as night 
follows day, that you must also be aware that referring to Arthurian (or 'Matter of Britain' 421 ) 
events (or many of them) taking place in England (such as a coronation in Winchester) is 
nonsensical. This is, in essence, what The Keys to Avalon; The True Location of Arthur's 
Kingdom Revealed is all about; the fact that 'island of Britain' ('Ynys Prydein') actually meant 
'the realm of Wales' (Wales and the Welsh Marches) and that all the tortured and mistaken 
(and sometimes ludicrous) Arthurian geography has followed from this basic mistake. Once 
you start looking for Arthurian locations in the proper area (Wales), it is extraordinary how 
well the whole history of Arthur fits together and fits into the landscape. Wales is simply 
littered with Arthurian place names to this day; the stones cry out to tell their story. 

As The Keys to Avalon; The True Location of Arthur's Kingdom Revealed makes clear, 'Roman 
Britain' (names, customs, dress, buildings (Chester for example) and so on) survived in Wales 
to a much greater degree than in England because Wales was the refuge of the Romanized 
British people (who became 'the Welsh'), rather than the home of barbarian hordes from the 
fringes of the Roman Empire (Angles, Saxons, Jutes and so on) who drove out the native 
British people. The image one might have of the 'civilized' English and 'barbarian' Welsh 
(living in some God-forsaken mud-hole on the side of a mountain and tending their sheep 


420 'Britain' meaning 'Great Britain without Scotland'. 'Britain' became 'Great Britain' on the 
union of England and Wales with Scotland in 1706. Geoffrey of Monmouth, in the 
introduction to his Historia Regum Britainniae, states that 7 ibrum istum Britannici sermonis 
guem Gualterus Oxenfordensis archidiaconus ex Britannia aduexit' ['the book in the British 
tongue which Walter, the Archdeacon of Oxford brought from Britannia'). 'Britain' therefore 
unquestionably means 'Wales'. Even so, Britain in the Historia was taken to mean Great 
Britain without Scotland; that is, England and Wales. 

421 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Matter of Britain . 
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miserably in endless Welsh rain) has to be exactly reversed. The Western Roman Empire 
survived intact in Wales to a greater extent than anywhere else in Europe. So, a picture of a 
character in Cymbeline dressed in Roman clothes is closer to the truth than you might 
think. 422 



A Roman in Wales? Cymbeline (Posthumus); J. Coghlan; Watercolour (re-tinted); Early 19th 
century; Folger Shakespeare Library. 

Both Robert Chester, in Love's Martyr, and William Shakespeare, in 'Cymbeline 1 , 423 relate 
fairly standard Arthurian-type histories, in the sense that they are located in the 'usual' 
Arthurian locations in England. But both place Arviragus in Wales. Chester describes him as 
King of Venedotia (North Wales/Gwynedd); Shakespeare has Arviragus kidnapped and raised 
in Venedotia. These two things are contradictory in the sense that, as I have said, once you 
know that Arviragus was a King in Wales, it is nonsensical to centre any related Arthurian 
history in England, but this is what both Chester and Shakespeare did. Does the placing of 


422 'According to Professor John Davies [Davies, John; A History of Wales; Penguin; New York; 
1994], "[Tjhere is a determinedly Brythonic, and indeed Roman, air to early Gwynedd." So 
palpable was the Roman heritage felt that Professor Bryan Ward-Perkins of Trinity College, 
Oxford, wrote "It took until 1282, when Edward I conquered Gwynedd, for the last part of 
Roman Britain to fall [and] a strong case can be made for Gwynedd as the very last part of 
the entire Roman Empire, east and west, to fall to the barbarians." [Ward-Perkins, Professor 
Bryan; Why Did the Anglo-Saxons Not Become More British?; Trinity College; Oxford; 2000]' 
(Kingdom of Gwynedd, https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kingdom of Gwynedd, accessed 
30/4/2018). 

423 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cymbeline . 
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Arviragus in Wales by both of them amount, in effect, to saying: 7 know I am telling a stock 
Arthurian story based around all the wrong locations but my associating Arviragus with 
Wales tells you that I know the truth; namely, that Arthur was a Welsh hero.' 

In short, I submit that Shakespeare's placing of Arviragus in Wales cannot be mere chance or 
a meaningless flight of fancy; he did it for a purpose. I believe that purpose was to send a 
message to the reader that 7 know the truth about Arviragus.' Why would Shakespeare want 
to send such a message? Well, naturally, because the fact that Shakespeare had that 
knowledge tells us something about Shakespeare (the man) that he wanted to tell us. I 
submit that what Shakespeare is telling us is (1) that only one source in the world knows 
(and can prove) the truth about Arviragus (that he was Welsh) and the Arthurian legends; (2) 
that this source is the Salusbury family (and related families in Wales); (3) that the Salusbury 
family therefore knows the true history of Arthur; and (4), most importantly, that I, William 
Shakespeare, am privy to this information for a reason - and that reason is that I, William 
Shakespeare, have a close link to that family which you, the reader, really need to look into. 

What we have here then, it seems to me, is a very clever way of proving something by 
means of demonstrating knowledge which you would only have under certain conditions; for 
instance, if you were at a certain place at a certain time or a member of a certain group of 
people or something of that nature ('You can only know x if.... '). And this proof can be put 
on public display without fear of exposure because only those who understand the 
significance of possessing the relevant knowledge can possibly know what the message is. It 
is better than a secret code because you need no code; the facts can be hidden in plain sight. 

This brings us to the question of why Shakespeare wrote 'Cymbeline' in the first place. Lytton 
Strachey found it" difficult to resist the conclusion that he [Shakespeare] was getting bored 
himself. Bored with people, bored with real life, bored with drama, bored, in fact, with 
everything except poetry and poetical dreams.” 424 Harley Granville-Barker had similar views, 
saying that the play shows that Shakespeare was becoming a "wearied artist". Why did 
Shakespeare write a play if he was so bored with writing plays? Perhaps he wanted, amongst 
other things, to leave a message for posterity; a message both visible but, at the same time, 
unnoticeable; hidden in plain sight like the card on the mantelpiece in the Sherlock Holmes 
story. 


424 Strachey, Lytton; Books and Characters; Harcourt, Brace & Co.; New York; 1922; p. 64. 
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Arviragus. D.P. Cymb. Supposed son to 
Belarius, disguised under the name of Cad- 
wal iq.v.). (i, 1 ; iii, 3) as an infant was stolen, 
with his elder brother Guiderius, from his 
home, iii, 3] laments that when old they 
will have, in their ignorance, no subjects of 
discourse wherewith to wile away the freezing 
hours in their ‘pinching cave.’ iii, 6] is struck 
by the appearance of ‘Fidele,’ and will love 
him as a brother, iv, 2] declares that though 
he knows not why he loves the youth, he 
would rather see his father dead than ‘F.’; 
vies with his brother in praise of him; on 
Cloten’s approach departs with Belarius ; on 
G.’s entrance with Cloten’s head, wishes that 
he himself ‘had done it’; enters the cave 
and returns with ‘F.,’ apparently dead in 
his arms ; resolves to sweeten his sad grave 
with flowers, and is rebuked by his brother 
for ‘wench-like words’; proposes to recite 
their mother’s funeral dirge over ‘ F.’ iv, 4] 
resolves to join the British force, and no 
longer to remain ‘a poor unknown.’ v, 2] 
takes part in the battle, v, 5] can be identi¬ 
fied as Cymbeline’s son by a * curious mantle ’ 
in which he was wrapped as an infant; wel¬ 
comes Posthumus as a brother. 

Arv. is mid. as one of the sons of Kymbeline, 
Hot. i, 32. The name occurs in Juvenal, Sat. iv, 127, 
as that of a British prince. The penultimate in I.atin 
is short, but it is long in Cymb. iii, 3, 1.105, and v, 5, 
1. 427. Leland, in his New Year's Gift to King Henry 
VIII, speaks of ‘the tyme of Kyngo Arviragus, when 
6. Peter yet preached to the dispersed brothoxon.’ 
Cf. Ward, Eng. Dram. Lit. i, 171 It, The name * Ar- 
veragus’ occurs in Chaucer, The Franklin’s Tale, 
1. 808, etc. Cf. Spenser. The Faerie Queene, IX, x, 51 : 
‘For Arvirage his brothers [Kimbeline| place sup- 
plyde.’ Malone points out that the name also occurs 
os that of ‘the King of Venedocia’ in a poem by 
Robt. Chester (?.v.) entitled The Strange Birth . . . 
and most unhappie Death of famous Arthur King of 
Brytaine (1601). 


Stokes, Francis Griffin; IMio's l/W?o in Shakespeare: A Dictionary of Characters and Proper 
Names. 


Cadwal. Name given to Arvirague, son of 
Cymbeline, by his supposed father Belarius. 
Cadwallon or Oaedwalla {ob. 634) was King of 
North Wales. The name occurs (as Cadw&Uo) 
In Hoi. i, 112. Malone’s quotation, ‘Cadual, 
King of Venedocia,’ from It. Chester’s Arthur 
King of Brytaine (1601), seems superfluous. 
(The name occurs : Cymb. iii, 3, 6 ; iv, 2 (4); 
V, 5.) 


Stokes, Francis Griffin; Who’s Who in Shakespeare: A Dictionary of Characters and Proper 
Names. 

Like all new theories (I say 'new 1 but, of course, the Welsh have been telling the story of a 
Welsh King Arthur for well over a thousand years). The Keys to Avalon; The True Location of 
Arthur's Kingdom has attracted a fair amount of criticism; some justified but some rather 
unprofessional it has to be said. An example of this criticism concerns the wall of Severus, 
which is generally believed to refer to the Antonine Wall or to Hadrian's Wall, but which the 
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authors claim is Offa's Dyke, as it later became known; that is, they claim that Offa's Dyke 
was originally built by the Romans on the orders of the Emperor Severus. One critic says of 
this: 'They make a great deal of the length of the Wall of Severus given by Late Roman and 
Insular writers, where the figure cxxxii (132) milia passuum (Roman miles of 1,480 m) is 
generally given. This is a little over 195 km (a little over 121 statute miles); Offa's Dyke is 
around 192 km long (a little over 119 statute miles). The coincidence of length is impressive, 
it has to be said, even though there are only 130 km (81 statute miles) of earthwork. But 
what about the name ?’ 425 

Note how the issue of the length of the wall is simply passed over. But the wall of Severus 
cannot be Hadrian's Wall because Hadrian's Wall is only 73 miles long, and the Antonine 
Wall is even shorter at 39 miles (only 100 miles too short). So, the critics seek to undermine 
the authors' claim but ignore the fact that there is literally only one place where there is 
anything like a 132-mile wall or rampart between two seas at either end and that is Offa's 
Dyke. Ignoring all the other evidence, this fact alone is sufficient to lend credence to the 
authors' claim. The authors' claim is certainly preferable to the absurd idea that the 132-mile 
wall of Severus is the 73-mile Hadrian's Wall or the 39-mile Antonine Wall. What does it say 
about their critics that they can support such a preposterous idea? So, while I am sure that 
the authors of The Keys to Avalon; The True Location of Arthur's Kingdom, not being 
archaeologists, have made mistakes, as even the best historians do, this sort of criticism 
does not undermine their case; rather the opposite in fact. 

Far more persuasive, in my view, than this sort of exercise, which concerns only a small part 
of the picture in any event, is the extraordinary preponderance of places and tales directly 
associated with Arthur in North Wales ('directly' meaning that Arthur is referred to by name, 
as in 'Arthur's Stone'). In, say, Sussex, there are, to my knowledge, no Arthurian legends at 
all; in North Wales you can't throw a brick without hitting something that has been 
associated with Arthur for centuries. Why is this? 7 simply can't guess' say the critics. It is 
clear that the various sides will never agree but I consider The Keys to Avalon; The True 
Location of Arthur's Kingdom to be by far the most plausible explanation that I have seen so 
far. 

Conclusion 

For these reasons, I believe that Shakespeare included Welsh references in Cymbeline at 
least in part to show that he knew the true story of King Arthur (that is, that Arthur was a 
King in North Wales or Gwynedd), and to show that this knowledge came from his 
connection to (membership of) the Salusbury family. It is a message to the future, hidden in 
plain sight, saying 'When you have worked out how I know the true story of King Arthur, then 
you will know who I am.' 


425 Fitzpatrick-Matthews, Keith; The "Wall of Severus"; 2011; 
http://www.badarchaeology.com/other-chronologies/the-wall-of-severus/ . 
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The Wikipedia entry for Matter of Britain 426 states: 'William Shakespeare was interested in 
the legendary history of Britain, and was familiar with some of its more obscure byways. 
Shakespeare's plays contain several tales relating to these legendary kings, such as King Lear 
and Cymbeline. It has been suggested that Shakespeare's Welsh schoolmaster Thomas 
Jenkins introduced him to this material, and perhaps directed him to read Geoffrey of 
Monmouth. These tales also figure in Raphael Holinshed's The Chronicles of England, 
Scotland, and Ireland, which also appears in Shakespeare's sources for Macbeth.' Welsh 
schoolmaster? Right area. So, close, but no cigar. 

Per David Hughes (based largely on English chroniclers I think): 427 

1. Caswallawn, British High-King, who fought Julius Caesar 54BC, deposed, died 48 BC. 

2. Andocoveros, a regional-king/duke, circa 25 BC. 

3. Tasciovanus, sole "King of Britain" from AD 5. 

4. Cunobelinus (Cymbeline), "Rex Britanniae" AD 9-39. 

5. Arviragus, King 62-76, rebelled 69 and 76. 

6. Marius, King 87-95. 

7. Coilus I ["Old King Cole"], King 95-154 = 3 Lucille. 

8. Lucius "The Saint", King 155-180, became a Christain in AD 176 = Gwladys. 

9. Gwladys (179-235), heiress = Cadfan, Lord of Cumbria. 

10. Strada, eventual heiress = Coilus II, King of Britain 305, formerly Duke Cole of Colchester. 

11. Helena [Saint], heiress, then, queen 312-328 = Constantius "Chlorus", British King 305 
and Roman Emperor 306. 

12. Constantine I "The Great", King of Britain 306-312; Roman Emperor 312-337 = Gwladys 
of Cumbria, a British princess [his 1st wife; or she was his mistress or concubine], 

13. Constance, designated heiress = Eudaf I "Hen", identified with Octavius I "The Old", King 
of Britain, d. 382, who represented a branch of the Old British Royal House. 

14. [H]elen "Luyddog", heiress, then, queen = Macsen "Wledic", identified with Magnus 
Maximus, Roman Governor of Britain 375-383, King of Britain 382, Roman Emperor 383-388. 

15. Constantine II, King of Britain 406-411 [Emperor as Constantine III 407-411] = Severa. 

16. Constans "The Monk", King of Britain 412-417 = Marcia, sister-in-law to Emperor 
Honorius. 

17. Euther[ius] "Pendragon", "Comes Britanniae" 434/437-441 & 457-473; King of Britain 
473-479; brother of Ambrosius, Roman Governor of Britain 434/437-441; King of Britain 457- 
473; Roman Emperor 472-473 (3 months) = Ygerne, a British princess. 

18. Arthur, King of Britain. 


426 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Matter of Britain . 

427 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/King of the Britons, 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List of legendary kings of Britain, 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Family tree of Welsh monarchs . 
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Was Love's Martyr a blueprint for a revolution? 



The 'feather'd king'? The crest of the Stanley Earls of Derby. Pub sign of 'The Eagle and Child', 
Church Road, Halewood, Liverpool L26 6LB. 

Argument 

A further thought occurs to me; namely, that Love's Martyr was not just a cryptic poem 
supporting Sir John Salusbury's candidature for the throne, in the face of the imminent 
death of Queen Elizabeth, but it was also a full-blown blueprint for a revolution . What if the 
birds called to the funeral procession (the eagle, the swan and the crow) represent real 
people, chief supporters of a revolution/uprising? I believe, for instance, that the Stanley 
Earls of Derby were associated with the eagle (There was an 'Eagle's Tower' at Lathom 
House 428 and the family crest is an eagle - they claimed to be descended from a boy raised 
by an eagle 429 ). The swan was a common heraldic device which could point to a number of 
aristocratic families. The crow was a less common heraldic device (being considered less 
noble than, say, the eagle), but the raven was considered noble and was certainly used. 
Families using a crow/raven as a heraldic device include the Corbet family, 430 ancient lords of 
Caus in the Welsh Marches who inter-married with the Welsh Princes (Margaret Corbet of 
Caus married Gwenwynwyn (b. About 1160 d. 1216), 2nd Prince of Southern Powys, and that 
couple were ancestors of King Henry VII and thus also of Katheryn of Berain and Sir John 


428 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lathom House . 

429 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The Eagle and Child . 

430 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Corbet family . 
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Salusbury). The crow was also used as a heraldic device by Edwin of Tegeingl, 431 ancestor of 
practically all the leading families in North Wales (though not necessarily in the male line). 

James P. Bednarz in his Shakespeare and the Truth of Love: The Mystery of 'The Phoenix and 
Turtle' 432 says that the crow is a 'startling choice 1 (because the crow is a bird of ill omen). 
Quite so. But not a startling choice if intended to refer to a specific person associated, 
heraldically or otherwise, with the crow (or raven or possibly chough). 

And what about the catalogue of British places in Love's Martyr ? Could this be a list of those 
places where the proposed revolution was to start? In other words, is it possible that Love's 
Martyr (1) proposes Sir John Salusbury as the rightful King of England as the heir of King 
Arthur, (2) identifies the main supporters (such as the Stanleys), and (3) indicates where the 
planned revolution/uprising will start? Was Love's Martyr designed to be taken to key 
people and explained to them as the proposed blueprint for a revolution, who would be 
given hints ('Of course, the eagle is the Stanley crest.') until the meaning clicks, but deniable 
at any stage if the listener reacts in the wrong way? It's an interesting thought. Stranger 
things have been known and we know that speculation about the succession was rife at that 
time (though necessarily kept secret given that the penalty for even discussing the matter 
was death). Potential candidates for the throne and their supporters must have been 
involved in secret discussions (as we know took place between Cecil and King James VI) and 
the drawing up of secret plans at the time; and they must have had some means of 
communicating in secret. Perhaps Love's Martyr was one of those secret plans. What better 
way to communicate such a plan than by apparently harmless allegorical poetry? Something 
which, on the face of it, had (had to have) an entirely innocent explanation? It would be an 
extraordinary (and thrilling) thing if the greatest poet and playwright of the age was involved 
in plotting a revolution designed to put the heir of King Arthur on the throne. 

The point is that this analysis makes sense of disparate elements of Love's Martyr which 
make no sense otherwise, such as the inclusion of a bird of ill omen (the crow) amongst the 
mourners (when another bird of ill omen, the owl, had been specifically excluded for 
precisely that reason) and the recitation of the catalogue of British places. If you have only 
one explanation which makes sense of disparate elements, is it not reasonable to assert that 
it must be the correct solution? The only alternative is to say ’Nah, I don't believe that', but 
without having any solution to offer in its place. 

Secret codes had been used before in relation to such plots, most notably in the Babington 
Plot, but they proved to be easily breakable, and this had cost the plotters, including Mary, 
Queen of Scots, their lives. What sort of code system could be devised that was absolutely 
unbreakable? One which used no codes at all. A system where the words have different 
layers of meaning (are, in other words, allegorical); a system where the underlying meaning 
is obvious once pointed out but which can be easily denied where necessary ('The eagle 
represents the Stanley family? Ridiculous!'). The ease with which one can, today, deny the 


431 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Edwin of Tegeingl . 

432 Palgrave Macmillan; 2012; p. 127. 
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existence of such a 'code system' in Love's Martyr rather proves the point. If it was provable 
it would be ineffective. Provability in such a system was likely to be fatal. By definition, a 
cipher system is an actual 'system' where a coded message has only one possible meaning. 
Any such system is breakable. To be truly unbreakable, a system must go beyond ciphers. 
And if anyone could devise such a system, would he not be a poet; someone who does 
nothing but play with words and meanings? The question is almost silly - of course he would 
be a poet. 



An unbreakable cipher system. 

Conclusion 

The idea that The Phoenix and the Turtle was the blueprint for a Roman Catholic uprising 
potentially helps to make sense of elements of Love's Martyr which do not otherwise make 
sense. Beyond this it is difficult to go, except, of course, that the Essex Rebellion, which had 
strong Welsh support, happened at the same time (see Appendix 3). 433 The apparent 
opposition of Sir John Salusbury to the rebellion was an easy front to portray. What better 
way for the leader of a rebellion to conceal himself than by appearing to oppose the rebels? 


433 Dodd, A. H.; 'North Wales in the Essex Revolt'; English Historical Review; 59/235; 1944; p. 
348-70; https://www.jstor.org/stable/554631?seq=l . 
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Conclusion 


But how does the fact that the poem concerns the succession to the throne prove (or 
provide support for the proposition) that the poem was written by Thomas Salusbury? In 
essence, because knowledge of the true subject matter of the poem was so dangerous that 
it would only have been revealed to people who were completely trustworthy; those 
involved could not allow even the slightest possibility of the truth being revealed. Such a 
level of trust can only be built up over time. Was there a deep, enduring and intimate 
relationship of trust between Sir John Salusbury and Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon? 

There is no record or hint of any such relationship. So, where does that leave us? If my 
interpretation of the poem is correct, then the person who wrote it had such a relationship 
with Sir John Salusbury. Shaksper did not have such a relationship. The author can only have 
been an intimate and long-term friend or servant or an actual member of the family. I 
submit that the most reasonable answer is the latter. 

Once we have identified the real people behind the phoenix and the turtle (and, in my view, 
only Mary, Queen of Scots, and Thomas Salusbury fit the bill), the train of logic leads to a 
firm conclusion; that the poem was written by someone who enjoyed the complete trust of 
the family and who was therefore very probably an actual member of the family. 

This line of argument does not, in my view, necessarily apply to all the other contributors to 
Love's Martyr. While Robert Chester must have been 'in on the plot', I believe that others 
might have considered the phoenix theme to be no more than a flattering literary conceit in 
respect of an acknowledged patron of the arts in high royal favour. In my view. The Phoenix 
and the Turtle is on another level entirely; it speaks of tyranny (logically a reference to 
Queen Elizabeth I), royalty (the phoenix as queen) and the passing of her (necessarily royal) 
rights to the turtle dove (who sees his right flaming in the phoenix 1 sight). The poem uses the 
same imagery of a phoenix and turtle dove as the other poems, but the similarity ends there. 
In short, while Sir John Salusbury, Robert Chester, 'Shakespeare' and possibly Ben Jonson 
were aware of the plot, the others were not necessarily so. They might even have been used 
to lend an air of poetic credence to the whole business ('Look at them all! It's just a load of 
poets banging on about stuff.'). 
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Marcus Gheeraerts the Younger's Portrait of an Unknown 
Woman 


Introduction 

'...in this single image the whole official version of Elizabethan history comes crashing to the 
ground.' (Beauclerk, Charles: Shakespeare's Lost Kingdom: The True History of Shakespeare 
and Elizabeth; Grove/Atlantic; 2010). Correct, but not for the reasons he states. 

In the Haunted Gallery at Hampton Court Palace hangs what is undoubtedly the most 
mysterious painting in the Royal Collection, and probably the world, 434 and what is also, at 
least in my view, one of the saddest and most beautiful paintings ever produced by artist's 
hand, in which a lady, a queen as you will see, crowns a weeping stag, representing her 
doomed lover, with a crown of pansies (heartsease), a symbol of forbidden love and 
remembrance, or possibly a crown of martyrdom (or both). The painting is accompanied by 
an achingly beautiful sonnet. 

According to the relevant Royal Collection record, 435 the painting has had seven different 
titles over the years, has been thought to be of four different sitters (all of them wrong, as 
you will see), has been attributed to four different artists (five if you include Lucas de Heere), 
and has, according to some sources, been subject to deliberate alteration over the years 
(some of which is very recent) in an attempt to hide the identity of the real sitter, or rather 
the person who was thought to be the real sitter. Apparently, this is not just a conspiracy, it 
is a royal conspiracy. 

But the truth about this painting is even more astonishing than the various theories put 
forward by various people over the years, as explained below. To describe that truth as an 
artistic, historical and political bombshell is an understatement. It is also a tragic love story 
of a man who gave his life to save a queen, but, then again, the theory is that he escaped. 
More importantly, perhaps, is the question of whether this tragic love affair (or actual 
marriage 436 ) resulted in a child, because, if so, that child was a royal heir, if not the royal 
heir. If so, what happened to that 'lost child'? 


434 Sir Roy Strong, former Director of the National Portrait Gallery, London, and former 
Director of the Victoria and Albert Museum, London, the most respected art expert in the 
UK, now retired, says, in "My Weepinge Stagg I Crowne: The Persian Lady Reconsidered"; 
(Bath, M. (ed.); The Art of the Emblem; A. Young; New York; 1992): 'Without doubt we are 
looking at... the most complicated of all Elizabethan allegorical portraits' and 'such a picture 
cannot have been conceived as anything other than a major statement'. Boy, he's not wrong 
there! 

435 https://www.rovalcollection.org.uk/collection/406024/portrait-of-an-unknown-woman . 

436 Antonia Fraser, in her biography of Mary, Queen of Scots (Mary, Queen of Scots; 
Weidenfeld & Nicolson; London; 1994; p. 478), says that Sir Amyas Paulet, jailer of Mary, 
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A 2015 Doily Telegraph article, "10 paintings with hidden meanings", describes ten 
mysterious paintings: 437 

1. Nicolas Poussin, ft In Arcadia Ego (Louvre, Paris). 

2. Jan van Eyck, The Arnolfini Portrait (National Gallery, London). 

3. Leonardo da Vinci, The Last Supper (Santa Maria delle Grazie, Milan). 

4. Francisco de Goya, Naked Maja (Prado Museum, Madrid). 

5. Titian, Pope Paul III and his Grandsons (Museo di Capodimonte, Naples). 

6. Sandro Botticelli, Primavera (Uffizi Gallery, Florence). 

7. Hans Holbein the Younger, The Ambassadors (National Gallery, London). 

8. Johannes Vermeer, The Music Lesson (Royal Collection, London). 

9. Michelangelo, The Sistine Chapel Ceiling (Rome). 

10. Giorgione, The Tempest (Gallerie dell'Accademia, Venice). 

Clearly, on the basis of Sir Roy Strong's words, the Hampton Court Palace painting is 
comparable to any of these in terms of mystery. 

Various theories have been advanced recently concerning the identity of the unknown 
woman in the painting. Charles Beauclerk, Earl of Burford and heir to the Duke of St. Albans, 
and also a descendant of Edward de Vere, 17th Earl of Oxford, in his Shakespeare's Lost 
Kingdom: The True History of Shakespeare and Elizabeth , 438 advances the theory that the 
unknown woman is Queen Elizabeth and that the weeping stag is the Earl of Oxford. 
Professor Hildegard Hammerschmidt-Hummel, in her Das Geheimnis urn Shakespeares 'Dark 


Queen of Scots, believed that in October 1585 a priest had been smuggled into her 
household as a French 'reader', in order to marry one of Mary's waiting women, Barbara 
Mowbray, to Gilbert Curie. If you can smuggle in a priest to marry a waiting woman, you can 
smuggle in a priest to marry Mary herself. And if you can smuggle in a priest, you can 
presumably smuggle in a groom (prospective husband). If Sir Amyas Paulet believed that this 
was possible, who are we to gainsay him? Interestingly, in relation to a 1576 petition for a 
declaration of nullity in relation to Mary's marriage to the Earl of Bothwell (d. 1578), Fraser 
writes that a declaration was not made because ’a declaration that she was no longer 
married to Bothwell carried the inevitable corollary that she intended to marry someone 
else'. So why did Mary, Queen of Scots, petition for a declaration of nullity if not for that 
purpose? Note also Fraser's description of Mary's illnesses, including, at various times, 'the 
greatest debility in the stomach' (p. 444). And, yes, I am saying that she could have been 
pregnant at such a time. 

437 Hudson, Mark; "10 paintings with hidden meanings"-, Daily Telegraph; 4/2/2015; 
https://www.telegraph.co.uk/culture/art/art-features/11449077/10-paintings-with-hidden- 

meanings.html . 

438 Grove/Atlantic; 2010. 
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Lady'. Dokumentation einer Enthullung , 439 advances the theory that the unknown woman is 
the 'Dark Lady' of the Sonnets, who she identifies as Elizabeth Wriothesley (nee Vernon), 
Countess of Southampton, who, she claims, had a child by Shakespeare called Penelope 
Spencer, who is an ancestor of Prince William, Duke of Cambridge. Once you believe that the 
Earl of Oxford was Shakespeare and that he had a child by Queen Elizabeth, who was the 3rd 
Earl of Southampton, it is natural to look for confirmation of this theory hidden in the 
painting. After all, if the identities are correct then there is a very clear inference in the 
painting that the unknown woman has had a child by the man represented by the stag. Well, 
these are interesting theories, but they do not hold water because we can positively identify 
the woman as Mary, Queen of Scots. And, in fact, the real truth behind the painting is even 
more extraordinary than either of these theories. The real truth, which is explained below, 
provides a coherent explanation of all the elements in the painting, which neither of these 
two other theories do. 

A helpful starting point is to ask the question: 'Since this painting is clearly about a woman 
who has suffered a great injustice, who, of all the women who lived (willingly or not) in 
Elizabeth's England, suffered the greatest injustice?' Answer? Mary, Queen of Scots. Given 
that she was deprived of her crown, her kingdom, her child (King James VI), her freedom, her 
health and, in the end, her life, we can safely say that no other woman can possibly 
compare. Then you are off on the scent of the stag. 


439 The secret of Shakespeare's 'Dark Lady': Documentation disclosing a mystery; Darmstadt; 
Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft und Primus Verlag; 1999. 
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SHAKESPEARE’S 

LOST KINGDOM 


-■ ' The True History of 
Shakespeare and Elizabeth 


CHARLES BE A l CLERK. 


Beauclerk, Charles; Shakespeare's Lost Kingdom: The True History of Shakespeare and 
Elizabeth- Grove/Atlantic; 2010. Funnily enough, the right-hand picture is the famous 
Ashbourne Portrait (now in the Folger Library), which has now been revealed to be a portrait 
of Sir Hugh Hammersley, an ancestor of mine. I have legally adopted the motto of the 
Hammersley family ('Honore et amore' - 'Honour and love') in my own arms. So, I have two 
ancestors in the book cover; Thomas Salusbury (the weeping stag) and Sir Hugh 
Hammersley. 
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Hildcgurd Hummerschmidi Hummel 


Das Geheimnis 
um Shakespearcs 
‘Dark Lady’ 

Dokumentation cincr Enthullung 


Hammerschmidt-Hummel, Professor Hildegard; Das Geheimnis um Shakespeares 'Dark 
Lady 1 . Dokumentation einer Enthullung (The secret of Shakespeare's 'Dark Lady': 
Documentation disclosing a mystery); Darmstadt; Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft und 
Primus Verlag; 1999. 



Shakespeare's The Winter's Tale. Perdita ('The Lost One'), 440 a princess born incognito in a 
prison and abandoned as an infant, on the King's orders, to perish on the coast of Bohemia; 
rescued and raised by a shepherd; later recognized as a Princess of Sicilia, she marries Prince 
Florizel, Prince of Bohemia. They live happily ever after. An illustration from The Plays of 


440 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Perdita (The Winter's Tale) . 
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William Shakespeare, edited and annotated by Charles and Mary Cowden Clarke, illustrated 
by H. C. Selous. Note the package left with her. 



Shakespeare's The Winter's Tale. Perdita ('The Lost One'), a lost princess born incognito in a 
prison and raised as a shepherdess. An illustration by Arthur Rackham. 

Interestingly, Perdita was identified as a princess, some sixteen years after she had been 
abandoned on the coast of Bohemia, by various tell-tale items left with her when she was 
abandoned. Perhaps the tell-tale symbols in the painting were intended to serve a similar 
purpose - but, as it turns out, after a 400-year delay, not a 16-year one. 

One interesting point about the relevant Royal Collection record 441 is that it says: 'The sitter 
may be wearing a costume designed for a court masque and her headdress is derived from J. 
Boissard's ' Virgo Persica' in his Habitus variorum orbus gentium , (1581). The general mood 
of the portrait is one of melancholy. 1 But this is completely contradictory. A masque is 'a 
form of aristocratic entertainment 1442 where people wear fancy dress, dance, have fun and 
so on. This does not match the 'melancholy mood' of the painting. In short, if the mood of 


441 https://www.rovalcollection.org.uk/collection/406024/portrait-of-an-unknown-woman . 


442 http://www.dictionary.com/browse/masque . 
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the painting is melancholy (as it undoubtedly is - tragically so), then the sitter cannot be 
wearing a fancy-dress costume; she is wearing something else. That 'something else' is key 
to unlocking the meaning of the painting. 



The Haunted Gallery, Hampton Court Palace. Said to be haunted by a grey lady. Could this 
'grey lady' be the murdered queen shown in the painting? 
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'For centuries the portrait known as Queen Elizabeth in a Fancy Dress has tantalized English 
art experts by its complex indecipherable symbolism. ’ (Altrocchi, Paul H.; "The Queen 
Elizabeth Pregnancy Portrait - Who Designed It and Who Did the Cover-ups?”; Moniment; 
Vol. 10; 2014. From the book by the same author: Malice Aforethought: The Killing of A 
Unique Genius; 2010. 443 

Altrocchi goes on to say: 

'Non-royal owners in the 1600s would have had no motivation to alter a painting of Queen 
Elizabeth. Since the Royal Family has owned the portrait most of the time since it was 
paintedand since it was definitely labeled as Queen Elizabeth until the 20th century, there 
would have been no reason to paint out any background scenes if they merely confirmed her 
royalty, e.g. a royal castle or a royal heraldic crest. It is postulated, therefore, that originally 


443 Originally published in Shakespeare Matters; Vol. 1; No. 2; Winter 2002; 
https://shakespeareoxfordfellowship.Org/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/SMl.2.pdf . 
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the right-hand side of the painting contained symbols unacceptable to the Royal Family 
which linked the Queen to some other individual or individuals. 

The 2001 Royal Collection catalog states that "the adornments on the veil (have been) almost 
entirely obliterated." Granting the limitations of examining photographic reproductions of 
the portrait in books and articles, sequential analysis of Queen Elizabeth's veil in art 
publications yields the following tentative interpretations: 

1. In 1898 (Law), the upper veil is slightly opaque so that dark embroidery can display a large 
"R" standing for Regina. 

2. By 1959 a number of new dark embroidery lines and patches have been painted on the 
veil, making the "R" less well defined. 

3. Strong's 1969 illustration of the portrait shows additional dark patches and swirls on the 
upper veil in the vicinity of the "R." 

4. Between 1969 and 2001, the upper veil has been deliberately altered for the third time - 
densely whitened, wiping out the dark embroidery almost completely and becoming totally 
inconsistent with the lower veil's delicate transparency. 

These three veil-alterations occurred in the last 103 years, the most drastic in the last 33 
years during the current reign of Queen Elizabeth II. All of these painted alterations are 
concerned with eliminating the royal symbolism on the pregnant lady's upper veil. It was in 
this same epoch that the Royal Collection changed the name of the lady from Queen 
Elizabeth to "Unknown Woman." This correlation cannot be ignored .' 

Clearly, the author suspects that there has been a conspiracy to conceal the true meaning of 
the painting; a royal conspiracy no less. 
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The painting known as Portrait of an Unknown Woman, attributed to the Flemish artist, 
Marcus Gheeraerts the Younger (1561-1635), Royal Collection, Hampton Court. 444 Thought 
by some to be a portrait of a pregnant Queen Elizabeth (pregnant by Edward de Vere 
according to the Prince Tudor theory) 445 Now revealed to be a pregnant Mary, Queen of 
Scots. 


444 

http://www.peerage.org/genealogv/Marcus%20Gheeraerts%20the%20younger%20Flemish 

%20artist%201561-1635%20Portrait%20of%20a%20Woman.ipg . 

445 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Prince Tudor theory . 
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In his The Mystery Painting at Hampton Court Francis Carr states: 


'At Hampton Court in the part of the palace built by Cardinal Wolsey, some of the Queen's 
seven thousand paintings are on display. Some of them are reproduced in the illustrated 
guide books and on postcards. One large portrait; however, guards its secret history. There is 
no reproduction of it available, and no-one there can give you any information about the 
young woman who is portrayed. Not only are the staff at Hampton Court unable to provide 
any information; the librarians at the Victoria and Albert Museum are equally silent. They did 
not even know of its existence, when I wrote to them and spoke to them on the telephone. 

All we can glean from the label which accompanies this portrait is that the subject is an 
unknown woman, and that the artist is Gheeraerts. What makes the refusal of the palace to 
divulge any further details all the more strange is the unique nature of the painting itself. Not 
only is it crammed with obviously significant symbolic details, but the woman herself is 
pregnant .' 446 



Detail of a comparable design. An Elizabethan waistcoat in the V&A Collection. 447 


446 Carr, Francis; The Mystery Painting at Hampton Court; 
http://www.sirbacon.org/gallery/carrliz.html; accessed 15/5/2018. 

447 Museum number: 1359-1900; http://collections.vam.ac.uk/item/015345/waistcoat- 
unknown/ . 
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According to Gilbert Wesley Purdy in his "Is This a Pregnant Queen Elizabeth? This a Poem by 
Edward de Vere?: An Elizabethan Mystery Solved ", 448 the portrait is actually of Mary, Queen 
of Scots. He makes this identification for two main reasons; firstly because the dress has 
roses, lilies and thistles in the design; symbols which together were, at that time, only 
associated with Mary, Queen of Scots, and, secondly, because of a motto on the painting 
('Mea sic mihi [prosunt]') which was only associated with Mary, Queen of Scots (but he 
missed the phoenixes and turtle doves, which also point to Mary, Queen of Scots, though 
indirectly). Purdy suggests that the painting was done at the request of, or on behalf of, a 
Roman Catholic nobleman (Thomas Salusbury fits the bill of course), was not done from life 
and was possibly painted by Lucas de Heere (who, until recently, was thought to have 
painted the portrait of Thomas Salusbury's mother, Katheryn of Berain, now attributed to 
Adriaen van Cronenburgh). My view is that the symbolism in the painting is so personal to 
Mary, Queen of Scots, that it was quite probably commissioned by her (even in the sense of 
making a simple request for such a painting), though possibly painted at a later date, even 
long after her death. So, when was the painting commissioned and what was the chain of 
events? It is impossible for us to know of course, unless fresh evidence comes to light. 
However, as far as I can see, the portrait was commissioned after the execution of the 
Babington Plot conspirators on 20/9/1586 and 21/9/1586 (since the weeping stag refers to 
that date, as explained below), but clearly before Mary's own execution on 8th February 
1587, if she commissioned the painting that is. Since she was arrested on a charge of treason 
in August 1586, she would have been aware of the likelihood that she would be sentenced 
to death. Possibly then, the stag (Thomas Salusbury) is weeping at that potential outcome 
(or certain outcome if she had already been convicted), rather than bewailing his own 
situation. Even if we are convinced about the identity of the woman and the weeping stag, 
we can only speculate about such matters. Certainly, such a train of events is conceivable; at 
least, it cannot be dismissed as impossible as far as I can see. 

On the issue of pregnancy, Purdy criticizes Altrocchi's statement (see above) that it has 
never been questioned that the unknown woman is pregnant by saying that the pregnancy 
of the unknown woman has never been questioned because it has never been asserted, but 
Professor Hildegard Hammerschmidt-Hummel, 449 in her book. The secret of Shakespeare's 
'Dark Lady': Documentation disclosing a mystery, 450 said that in the expert opinion of 
gynaecologist Professor Peter Berle, the most striking characteristic of the unknown woman 
was "that she [stood] eight to twelve weeks before the birth of her child", 451 so, we do in fact 
have an expert medical opinion to the effect that the unknown woman is pregnant (as if we 
need such an opinion). Other people say things like: ’pregnancy cannot be established by 


448 The Virtual Vanaprastha; 2017. 

449 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hildegard Hammerschmidt-Hummel . 

450 Darmstadt; Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft und Primus Verlag; 1999. 

451 http://www.hammerschmidt-hummel.de/translation/5dseptember2000.htm; accessed 
29/5/2018. 
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viewing '; 452 that is, in effect, you cannot tell whether a woman is pregnant by looking at her 
(or a picture of her). Really? I think most pregnant women would disagree, though the 
statement is correct if one takes 'established 1 to mean 'proved as a medical certainty'. The 
fact that, occasionally, a fat woman is asked: 'When is the baby due?' (that is, that a fat 
woman is sometimes mistakenly thought to be pregnant), or that some pregnant women 
don't look obviously pregnant even when near term, doesn't alter the fact that when a 
woman is six months or more pregnant, it is generally fairly easy to tell (as opposed to prove 
in a medical sense, which is not what we are talking about) that she is pregnant, either in life 
or in a picture (7s the unknown woman in the portrait pregnant or did she accidentally 
swallow a hippopotamus?'). A contrary assertion is simply nonsensical. If you doubt this, ask 
yourself whether you could tell a normal woman who is heavily pregnant from a normal 
woman who is not pregnant. One can certainly look at some women and say 'She is 
obviously pregnant' and be very certain on that point. The only circumstances where you 
might not be able to do so is if either (1) a non-pregnant woman is abnormally fat or (2) a 
pregnant woman is abnormally thin. Both cases require abnormality of some sort. In any 
event, there were no hippopotami in Tudor England, so the unknown woman can't have 
eaten one. Argue your way out of that one! 


452 Fisher, Trevor; History: Shakespeare and the Evidence Problem; 
http://www.trevorfisher.info/shakespeare-and-the-evidence-problem/; accessed 
29/5/25018. 
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Mary, Queen of Scots, by Francois Clouet (1553). 



A fade in from the Portrait of an Unknown Woman on the left to the 1553 portrait of Mary, 
Queen of Scots, by Francois Clouet on the right, going from 100% of the first portrait on the 
left to 100% of the second portrait on the right. The fade in is absolutely seamless when 
done in real time on a computer. You can judge the extent of the opacity of the right-hand 
face over the left-hand face by looking at the opacity of the ruff from left to right (it 
gradually becomes more solid). The similarity is so great that it makes one think that the left- 
hand portrait might have been based on the right-hand portrait, with adjustments for age 
(that is, the artist had to make the woman in the left-hand portrait look older). Not forensic 
proof of course but uncanny nonetheless. My purpose here is not to persuade you that the 
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painting is of Mary, Queen of Scots, but to persuade you that the identification cannot be 
dismissed on the basis that the sitter cannot be Mary, Queen of Scots. Keep an open mind. 

The sonnet in the cartouche at bottom right reads: 

'The restles swallow fits my restles minde. 

In still revivinge still renewinge wronges; 
her just complaintes of cruelty unkinde, 
are all the musique, that my life prolonges. 

With pensive thoughtes my weeping stagg I crowne 
whose melancholy teares my cares expresse 
hes teares in sylence, and my sighes unknowne 
are all the physicke that my harmes redresse. 

My onely hope was in this goodly tree, 
which I did plant in love bringe up in care: 
but all in vaine, for now to late I see 
the shales be mine, the kernels others are. 

My musique may be plaintes, my physique teares 
If this be all the fruite my love tree beares.' 

Professor Hildegard Hammerschmidt-Hummel, 453 in her book. The secret of Shakespeare's 
'Dark Lady': Documentation disclosing a mystery, 454 says that the sonnet has to be regarded 
as a genuine work of Shakespeare on the basis of a linguistic comparison carried out with the 
assistance of Klaus Faiss, Professor of English Linguistics. 

Professor Duncan-Jones, 455 author of Shakespeare: An Ungentle Life, 456 disagrees. She says 
'The sonnet is too consciously pretty, too conventional in style and too courtly and elegant to 
be Shakespearean.' 457 Too elegant to be Shakespearean? Really? So Shakespeare couldn't 
write pretty sonnets, or elegant sonnets, or courtly sonnets, or pretty, elegant and courtly 
sonnets? 'Shall I compare thee to a summer's day? Thou art more lovely and more 


453 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hildegard Hammerschmidt-Hummel . 

454 Darmstadt; Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft und Primus Verlag; 1999. 

455 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Katherine Duncan-Jones . 

456 Arden Paperback; 2010. 

457 http://www.hammerschmidt-hummel.de/translation/5dseptember2000.htm; accessed 
29/5/2018. 
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temperate.' Is that not pretty? Is it not elegant? Is it not courtly (that is, gently polite)? 
Methinks that Professor Duncan-Jones doth protest too much. 

If the sonnet is by Shakespeare, and reputable people (including Professor Hildegard 
Hammerschmidt-Hummel and Professor Klaus Faiss, as stated) think it is, then this raises the 
fascinating question of how Shakespeare became sufficiently involved in the situation to 
write a sonnet about it. What was his connection to Mary, Queen of Scots, and Thomas 
Salusbury? To write the sonnet he must have been fully conversant with aM the facts - the 
love affair, the pregnancy, the child, Mary's sense of betrayal in relation to her son. How can 
we explain this? I think it is extraordinarily dangerous to say that Shakespeare cannot have 
written the sonnet. How can one possibly be that certain? Of course, denying that the 
sonnet is by Shakespeare obviates the need to explain how he could have acquired the 
knowledge required to write the sonnet. I suspect that Professor Duncan-Jones had an 
inkling of this problem, whether the sitter was Queen Elizabeth or anyone else, because it 
means, at the very least, explaining an intimate relationship between Shakespeare and a 
very high-status woman, and we know that such a relationship was extremely unlikely for 
William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon. 



Portrait of an Unknown Woman (detail). 
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To what, or rather to whom, does the 'weeping stagg' refer? 

As far as I can see, there are eight possible sources from which the weeping stag could have 
been derived, as follows: 

1. Ovid's Metamorphoses (Book III). 

2. Shakespeare's As You Like It (Act II, Scene i). 

3. Virgil's Aeneid (Book VII). 

4. The Bible, Book of Psalms (Psalm 42J. 

5. Henry Willobie's Willobie His Aviso (Frontispiece and Canto LXVI). 

6. Junius Hadrianus, Emblemata (Emblema XLVII, p. 53). 

7. Johannes Sambucus, Emblemata (Page 84). 

8. Jacobus da Varagine's Golden Legend (Vol. VI, The Life of St. Eustace). The stag legend of 
St. Eustace seems to have been incorrectly attached to St. Hubertus at a later date. 

Ovid's Metamorphoses (Book III) - The death of Actaeon 

Ovid's Metamorphoses (Book III) tells the story of the death of Actaeon. In essence, Actaeon, 
while out hunting with his hounds, accidentally comes across the Greek goddess, Artemis 
the huntress (Diana the huntress in Roman mythology), bathing naked in a pool. In revenge, 
Artemis/Diana turns Actaeon into a stag and he is chased and then torn to pieces by his own 
hounds, which Ovid (in translation) describes as follows (my emphasis): 

'He bounded off with fear, and swiftly ran 
O'er craggy mountains, and the flow'ry plain; 

Through brakes and thickets forc'd his way, and flew 
Through many a ring, where once he did pursue. 

In vain he oft endeavour'd to proclaim 
His new misfortune, and to tell his name; 

Nor voice nor words the brutal tongue supplies; 

From shouting men, and horns, and dogs he flies, 

Deafen'd and stunn'd with their promiscuous cries. 

When now the fleetest of the pack, that prest 
Close at his heels, and sprung before the rest. 

Had fasten'd on him, straight another pair. 

Hung on his wounded haunch, and held him there, 

'Till all the pack came up, and ev'ry hound 
Tore the sad huntsman grov'ling on the ground, 

Who now appear'd but one continu'd wound. 

With dropping tears his bitter fate he moans. 

And fills the mountain with his dying groans. 

His servants with a piteous look he spies. 

And turns about his supplicating eyes. 

His servants, ignorant of what had chanc'd, 

With eager haste and joyful shouts advanc'd. 

And call'd their lord Actaeon to the game. 

He shook his head in answer to the name; 
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He heard, but wish'd he had indeed been gone, 

Or only to have stood a looker-on. 

But to his grief he finds himself too near. 

And feels his rav'nous dogs with fury tear 
Their wretched master panting in a deer.' 

Thus, Actaeon's tears bewail his fate as he is torn to pieces by his own hounds. The painting 
is completely at odds with the poem because in the poem the stag is torn to pieces 
(punished), but in the painting the stag is crowned (rewarded). So, where is the commonality 
between the poem and the painting? Which part of the legend is the painting referring to if 
not to the fact that the stag was punished by being torn to pieces? At a stretch, it might be 
the fact that the man represented by the stag saw the goddess (queen, in the case of the 
painting) naked. In which case, not only is the subject of the painting clearly pregnant but 
the weeping stag imagery might be telling the viewer that the man represented by the stag 
has seen the queen naked, and is, by implication I suppose, the father of the child the queen 
is carrying. In this case the stag is weeping not because of his fate (as in the legend) but 
because of the fate of the queen, Mary, Queen of Scots, the injustices she has suffered and, 
in particular, the bitterness of being abandoned by her own child. King James VI. One other 
similarity might be the fact that Actaeon unsuccessfully endeavoured to 'tell his name'. 
Perhaps the same applies to the stag in the portrait; that is, he was destined to die unknown 
or, rather, destined to die as the unacknowledged father of the child the queen is carrying. 
This is all very awkward and forced; the legend has to be twisted to fit the portrait ('The 
woman is rewarding the stag for being punished by her 1 or some nonsense along those 
lines). It doesn't work. 



The Death of Actaeon, Titian, 1559-1575, National Gallery, London. 458 


458 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The Death of Actaeon . 
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As You Like It (Act II, Scene i) 


A weeping stag also makes an appearance in As You Like It (Act II, Scene i): 
'Indeed, my lord. 

The melancholy Jaques grieves at that. 

And, in that kind, swears you do more usurp 
Than doth your brother that hath banish'd you. 

To-day my Lord of Amiens and myself 
Did steal behind him as he lay along 
Under an oak whose antique root peeps out 
Upon the brook that brawls along this wood: 

To the which place a poor sequester'd stag. 

That from the hunter's aim had ta'en a hurt. 

Did come to languish, and indeed, my lord. 

The wretched animal heaved forth such groans 
That their discharge did stretch his leathern coat 
Almost to bursting, and the big round tears 
Coursed one another down his innocent nose 
In piteous chase; and thus the hairy fool 
Much marked of the melancholy Jaques, 

Stood on the extremest verge of the swift brook, 

Augmenting it with tears.' 



As You Like It, Act II, Scene i - Jaques and the wounded stag (1790) by William Hodges (Yale 
Center for British Art, New Haven, Connecticut). 

It is difficult to see how this could relate to the painting in any way. William Hazlitt, in his 
Characters of Shakespeare's Plays (1845, p. 198) describes Jaques as 'the prince of 
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philosophical idlers; his only passion is thought; he sets no value upon anything but as it 
serves as food for ref lection 1 . Thus, the weeping stag only provides an opportunity for idle 
philosophical reflection, which is at odds with the genuinely tragic melancholy of the 
painting. 

Virgil's Aeneid, Book VII 

Virgil's Aeneid, Book VII, includes a story about a stag (Ascanius shooting the stag of 
Sylvia). 459 In essence, Aeneas's son, Ascanius, shoots a stag that is the house-reared pet of 
Silvia, daughter of Tyrrheus, 'chief ranger to the Latian king' (John Dryden's translation), 
provoking a war with Latium for the future site of Rome. In other words, a domesticated stag 
is wounded by a stranger and this leads to war. While Sylvia clearly has feeling for the stag, 
the stag is just an animal; it does not represent anything (it has no 'virtues', has made no 
sacrifice, and is a mere pet) and is simply a vehicle in the plot in that it triggers a war. I 
cannot see how the 'weeping stagg' can be based on this story; the stag suffers, certainly, 
but its suffering is caused by mere happenstance and it hasn't suffered on the woman's 
behalf and it is not weeping on account of any suffering on the part of the woman (Sylvia in 
this case). 

'This household beast , that us'd the woodland grounds. 

Was view'd at first by the young hero's hounds. 

As down the stream he swam, to seek retreat 
In the cool waters, and to guench his heat. 

Ascanius young, and eager of his game. 

Soon bent his bow, uncertain in his aim; 

But the dire fiend the fatal arrow guides. 

Which pierc'd his bowels thro' his panting sides. 

The bleeding creature issues from the floods. 

Possess'd with fear, and seeks his known abodes. 

His old familiar hearth and household gods. 

He falls; he fills the house with heavy groans, 

Implores their pity, and his pain bemoans.' 


459 


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ascanius Shooting the Stag of Sylvia . 
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Asconius Shooting the Stag of Sylvia, Claude Lorrain, 1682. 

Psalm 42 

Psalm 42 includes a stag (hart) and there is a reference to tears a few lines later, but the 
tears are not the tears of the stag, they are the tears of the person singing the Psalm (the 
King James Version is quoted). 

'As the hart panteth after the water brooks, so panteth my soul after thee, O God. 

My soul thirsteth for God, for the living God: when shall I come and appear before God? 

My tears have been my meat day and night, while they continually say unto me. Where is thy 
God?' 
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Tfalm. 4t. 
Qmrmadmodun* 
de.'idcrat Ccruus 
ad Tonies aquaru: 
Itadcfidcratani- 
mi mc.i ad ce 
Dcus, &c. 


Psalm 42 - A hart pants for cooling streams (Whitney, Geoffrey; A Choice of Emblemes; 
London; The Huntingdon Library; 1586). 

Willobie His Avisa 

Willobie His Avisa (1594) 460 is about a constant (faithful) wife (Avisa) pursued by a series of 
lustful suitors. It would appear then that the Diana depicted in the frontispiece is Avisa and 
she is punishing one of her lustful suitors. A wounded stag is described in Canto LXVI as 
follows: 

'Lyke wounded Deare whose tender sydes are bath'ed in blood. 

From deadly wound, byfatall hand & forked shaft: 

So bleedes my pearced hart, for so you thinke it good. 

With cruelty to kill, that which you got by craft: 

You still did loth my lyfe, my death shall be your gaine. 

To dye to do you good, I shall not thinke it paine. 

My person could not please, my talke was out of frame. 

Though hart and eye could never brooke my loathed sight. 

Yet love doth make me say, to keepe you out of blame, 

The fault was only mine, and that you did but right. 


460 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Willobie His Avisa . 
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When I am gon, I hope my ghost shall shew you plaine. 

That I did truly love, and that I did notfaine. 

Now must I fynd the way to waile while lyfe doth last. 

Yet hope I soone to see, the end of doleful I dayes; 

When floudes of flowing feares, and creeping cares are past. 

Then shall I leave to sing, and write these pleasant layes: 

For now I loth the foode, and bloud that lends me breath, 

I count all pleasures paine that keepe me from my death. 

To darke and heavy shades, I now will take my flight. 

Where nether tongue nor eye shall tell or see my fall. 

That there I may disject these dregges of thy dispight. 

And purge the clotted blood, that now my hart doth gall: 

In secret silence so. Perforce shall he my song. 

Till truth make you confesse that you have done me wrong.' 

The suitor describes himself as a wounded deare (stag) and laments the woman's cruelty 
towards him. Thus, the woman is punishing the man, as in the legend of Diana and Actaeon. 
But in the Portrait of an Unknown Woman, the woman is rewarding the man (stag) with a 
crown of love and remembrance (or martyrdom). I can see no parallel between Willobie FUs 
Aviso and Portrait of an Unknown Woman for this reason. The whole point about Willobie 
FUs Aviso is that Avisa rejects the love of the various suitors. Avisa has ’a flinty heart, that 
should endure all fierce assaults, and never yield. 1 



Willobie FUs Avisa. Frontispiece (detail) showing Actaeon surprising Diana while she is 
bathing. She appears to be splashing him (presumably to turn him into a stag thereby). 
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Junius Hadrianus' Emblemata 


Junius Hadrianus' Emblemata (1565, Emblema XLVII) shows a wounded stag with the motto 
'Hinc dolor; inde fuga, gravis' ('Pain on the one hand, or flight on the other, is harsh.'). The 
message is that a lover carries his wound (of love) with him wherever he goes; he cannot 
escape. There is no indication here of the man being shown any compassion by the woman 
he loves, as in the painting; the man simply suffers as a result of his love. 

‘Quid, Cerve, Cressafixus arundine 
Laxas habenas praecipiti fugae? 

Haecsors amantis, quemfuga concitat, 

Mentem intus exest vulnus atrox nimis.' 

(’Stag, pierced by a Cretan shaft, why do you slacken your reins in your headlong flight? This 
is the fate of the lover, whom flight is spurring on: The dreadful wound within is preying too 
much on his mind. ’) 



Junius Hadrianus 1 Emblemata (Emblema XLVII) - 'De Duol Mi Sruggo, Et Di Fuggir Mi Stanco' 
('Tired by flight, by anguish I'm hard pressed 1 ) , 4 61 


461 http://www.emblems.arts.gla.ac.uk/french/emblem.php?id=FJUb047 . 
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Johannes Sambucus' Emblemata 


Johannes Sambucus, Emblemata (1564, 'Mens immota manet' - 'The mind remains 
unmoved 1 ). This is from Virgil's Aeneid (IV, 449). 

'Dicitur interna vi Magnes ferra move re: 

Perpetud nautas dirigere inque viam. 

Semper enim Stellam firme aspicit ille polarem 
Indicat hac boras, nos varieque monet. 

Mens utinam in caelum nobis immota maneret, 

Nec subito dubiisfluctuet ilia malis. 

Pax coeat tandem, Christe, unum claudat ovile, 

Usque tui verbi iam dirimatur ope. 

Da, sitiens anima excelsas sic appetat arces: 

Fontis ut ortivi cervus anhelus aquas.' 

('One says that the Magnet moves iron through its internal power and hence continuously 
directs sailors the way. For it always looks securely [without wavering] at the pole star. In this 
way it shows the hours, and warns us in various ways. If only our mind remained directed to 
heaven unmoved and would not suddenly waver at fickle misfortunes. Let your flock finally 
be assembled and united by peace, Christ, and let the conflict be ended by the work of your 
word. Give that our thirsty soul will long for the lofty strongholds, like the panting hart longs 
for the water of the rising source.') 

In essence, this is saying the same things as Psalm 42 above and refers to a soul yearning for 
God as a hart pants for cooling streams. 



Johannes Sambucus, Emblemata ( 'Mens immota manet' - ’The mind remains unmoved’ ). 462 


462 http://www.emblems.arts.gla.ac.uk/french/emblem.php?id=FSAb059 . 
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St. Eustace and the weeping stag 


The weeping stag is also associated with St. Eustace 463 and St. Hubertus, 464 both of whom, it 
is said, encountered Christ in the form of a stag while hunting. So, what is the connection? 

St. Eustace's feast day is 20th September, which was the date of Thomas Salusbury's 

execution in 1586. Can this be a coincidence? I don't think so. I believe that the imagery of 
the weeping stag was chosen precisely because it is associated with St. Eustace, that St. 
Eustace 1 feast day is 20th September and that this is the date on which Thomas Salusbury 
was executed. The weeping stag has nothing to do with either the legend of the death of 
Actaeon or 'As You Like It' or Virgil's 'Aeneid' or Psalm 42. The 'weeping stagg' is Thomas 
Salusbury. The logic is as follows: 

We wish to allude to Thomas Salusbury's relationship with Mary, Queen of Scots, and, in 
particular, portray her rewarding him for the sacrifice he made in her cause. Thomas 
Salusbury was executed on 20th September 1586. 

1. How can we commemorate his execution on that date (point to that date)? By reference 
to the saint whose feast day falls on that date. 

2. Which saint is that? St. Eustace. 

3. How can we represent St. Eustace in the painting and hence his feast day? By using the 
animal, plant or object associated with St. Eustace. 

4. Which animal, plant or object is associated with St. Eustace? A weeping stag. 

Thus: 

Weeping stag > St. Eustace > St. Eustace's feast day (20th September) > Man who was 
executed in the cause of Mary, Queen of Scots, on that day in 1586 > Thomas Salusbury. 

In my view, this identification is beyond question. Note also that the Greek word Eustachios 
means 'fruitful' or 'bearing fruit', so the words 'fruite my love tree beares' in the sonnet 

would alert any educated person at that time (one who knew Greek) to St. Eustace, given 

that they practically spell out 'Eustachios'. Bearing fruit? Weeping stag? What can all this 

be pointing to? 

Some sources say that Thomas Salusbury was not executed with the other conspirators on 
the 20th September 1586, but was executed on the following day, 21st September 1586. I 
don't think this affects the validity of the argument because it is sufficiently close to make 
the connection and the saint's feast day did fall within the days on which the executions took 
place; that is, 20th and 21st September. In any event, it is quite possible that many people 
(including family and friends, who would not have witnessed the executions) were not aware 
that those convicted were not all executed on the same day, as would normally have been 
the case I believe. The fact that, even today, many sources, including the Wikipedia entry for 


463 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Golden Legend . 

464 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hubertus . 
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Thomas Salusbury, 465 say that he was executed on 20th September 1586 rather proves the 
point. 

The Wikipedia page for the Babington Plot 466 also says that Thomas Salusbury was executed 
on 20th September, not 21st September. According to this page those executed on 20th 
September were Anthony Babington, John Ballard, Chidiock Tichborne, Thomas Salisbury (or 
Salsbury), Henry Donn (or Dun), Robert Barnewell (or Barnwell) and John Savage, who had 
been tried together, and those executed on 21st September were Edward Havington, 

Charles Tilney, Edward Jones, John Charnock, John Travers, Jerome Bellamy, and Robert 
Gage. 

William Camden, in his Annales Rerum Gestorum Angliae et Hiberniae Regncmte Elizabetha, 
Anno Domini 1586, states: 'The 20 th of the same month, a gallous and a scaffold being set up 
for the purpose in St. Giles hisfieldes where they were wont to meete, the first 7 were 
hanged thereon, cut downe, their privities cut off, bowelled alive and seeing, and quartered, 
not without some note of cruelty. [...] The next day the other seven were drawne to the same 
place, and suffered the same kind of death; but more favourably by the Queenes 
commandement, who detested the former cruelty; for they all hung till they were quite dead 
before they were cut down and boweled. Salisbury [sic] was the first, who being very 
penitent, warned the Catholikes not to attempt to restore Religion by force and armes.' 

A Complete Collection of State Trials and Proceedings for High Treason and Other Crimes and 
Misdemeanors from the Earliest Period to the Year 1783, with Notes and Other Illustrations 
467 says that Thomas Salusbury was executed on 21st September. 

All the conspirators executed on 20th September had been charged and tried together. This 
group included Thomas Salusbury, but his execution was delayed until the following day. I 
think this was so that he could avoid being hung, drawn (at least while alive) and quartered, 
and also, I suspect, because he was not known by sight to those executed on 21st September 
(there were essentially two plots going on at the same time), so there was no danger of any 
of the other conspirators recognizing that the man being executed as Thomas Salusbury was 
not Thomas Salusbury. This is conjecture. In any event, once we have excluded the legend of 
the death of Actaeon, As You Like It, The Aeneid, Psalm 42 and the rest, we are left with only 
one possible association with a weeping stag; that of St. Eustace, and the date of his feast 
day points us to the intended meaning. Of course, even today saints are associated with 
dates; St. Nicholas and Christmas is the most obvious example, even though 25th December 
is not his feast day. St. Patrick's Day (17th March) is another. 

The key point is that, once we have identified Mary, Queen of Scots, as the woman in the 
painting, we then need to identify the man represented by the stag, who must be a man 


465 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thomas Salisbury . 

466 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Babington Plot . 

467 T. C. Hansard; London; 1816; Vol. I; p. 1158. 
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very closely associated with Mary, Queen of Scots, and in a position to have had a romantic 
relationship with her (given her evident pregnancy). Who do we have? Well, her first 
husband. King Francis II, but he was dead; her second husband. Lord Darnley, but he was 
dead; her third husband, the Earl of Bothwell, but he died in prison in Denmark (and, in any 
event, Mary had sought a declaration that her marriage to him was void, so he's out). In 
addition to these we might have, potentially, key supporters in Scotland or England but, to 
qualify, these also must have been in a position to have had a romantic relationship with 
Mary, Queen of Scots. Who qualifies? I can only think of one person, the 4th Duke of 
Norfolk, who wanted to marry Mary, but this was for dynastic, not romantic, reasons (and he 
was a Protestant). He was executed in 1572. Who else? Well, Anthony Babington was the 
leader of the Babington Plot, but he was from the minor gentry, hopelessly impractical and 
recklessly unguarded. He was way out of his league in this matter, as they say, and his 
relationship with Mary, Queen of Scots, was never more than that of queen and loyal 
follower. According to Antonia Fraser, he and Mary never met, even though he had been a 
page to the Earl of Shrewsbury while the Earl was Mary's goaler. 468 Thomas Salusbury 
himself, as a Welsh squire, would not be an obvious candidate without him being a close 
cousin of Mary, Queen of Scots. He was also a significant supporter because he undertook to 
raise the whole of North Wales in rebellion at the appropriate time. 

Hence the weeping stag in the painting, which is being crowned with a crown of love and 
remembrance (a crown of pansies), or of martyrdom, by Mary, Queen of Scots, who carries 
his child inside her. Possibly the saddest and most beautiful painting in British history. 

St. Eustace is the patron saint of hunters and those facing adversity, which is another 
possible reference to Thomas Salusbury. The Greek word Eustachios means 'fruitful', as in 
'bearing fruit' and Eustathios means 'steadfast'. Both of which are apt in this situation. 


468 Fraser, Antonia; ' Mary , Queen of Scots'] p. 510. 
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St. Eustace, the Roman General Placidus, encounters Christ in the form of a weeping stag 
(note the tear). Wall plaque at Tavistock Court, Tavistock Square, London (Google map ref: 
51.525660, -0.129929). The building was built by the National Free Churches Council (now 
the Free Church Federal Council), so the plaque presumably has some significance for that 
body. 



Mural of The Legend of St. Eustace (c.1480), Canterbury Cathedral. The legend was a popular 
theme in medieval art and would have been familiar to people in the Tudor period. Educated 
people of the period would have known that St. Eustace's feast day was 20th September. 
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Michael Bath, in his Image of the Stag: Iconographic Themes in Western Art, says (p. 14): 'In 
Christian art one of the most familiar and widely represented of saint's images is the 
cruciferous stag of St. Eustace - the stag with the cross between its antlers...', although, of 
course, in the painting the stag is being crowned with a crown of flowers and what appears 
to be a necklace of rosary beads. Nonetheless, the stag imagery, pointing to St. Eustace, 
would have been instantly familiar to both literate and illiterate people. Given that the stag 
of St. Eustace was Christ, Thomas Salusbury, as the stag, is a Christ-like figure who gave his 
life for mankind (was a martyr for the Roman Catholic faith). In addition, because he was 
not, in fact, executed, he can, in a way, be seen as living after death (resurrected) as well. 

The stag as a symbol of dynastic continuity 

Further, stags were supposed to live to a great age (3,456 years according to Conrad 
Gesner's Historiae animalium, 1551 (Bath, p. 29)), and so were 'a symbol of dynastic 
continuity and imperial renovatio' (Bath, p. 30). In the context of the pregnant queen and her 
lover/spouse (the stag) portrayed in the portrait, the symbolism of dynastic continuity is very 
apt. Bath refers (p. 30) to a story about King Charles VI of France who in 1380 killed a stag 
with collar bearing the inscription 'Caesar hoc mihi donavit' ('Caesar gave this to me'), thus 
making the stag almost 1400 years old. Familiarity with the lesser Roman Catholic saints will 
have gradually faded after several generations of Protestantism in England, which probably 
explains why the link between the weeping stag in the painting and St. Eustace was lost for 
so long, though this is, perhaps, taking the analogy too far. 


Hoc Cadar me donauit. 



Caesar's stag as an emblem (Paradin, Claude; Devises heroiques; 1557). 
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Interestingly, the Tudor family were referred to as 'the stags of Penmynydd'f 69 so Thomas 
Salusbury might have been regarded as a stag in a similar way. The mention of 'fruite' of 'my 
love tree' is very suggestive of offspring. These words combined with an obviously pregnant 
sitter would seem to be saying that there will be 'fruite' of her 'love tree'. The 'goodly tree' 
she planted in vain would seem to refer to her son. King James VI, who was not only a 
Protestant but seemed to be quite happy to let his mother languish in captivity in England. 
He had been raised in vain as far as she was concerned, having betrayed his mother and his 
faith. The poem therefore seems to lament the spiritual death of her offspring King James VI 
but seems also to look forward to another prospective offspring; the child she is carrying in 
the portrait, issue of the Queen and the Weeping Stag. 

So what does the crowning of the 'weeping stagg' mean? Could it be that the queen is 
acknowledging the 'weeping stagg', or rather the person the stag represents, as her royal 
heir or her consort (thus making the child she will bear by him her heir)? Placing a crown on 
a person's head means that the person is being given royal status (or even a martyr's status). 

The crown of pansies 

With regard to the queen crowning the 'weeping stagg' with a crown of pansies (also viola, 
violet, heartsease, love in idleness), the pansy (from the French pensee, meaning 'thought', 
as in 'I am thinking of you') is a symbol of humility, love (including forbidden love) and 
remembrance. 470 This seems very apt. Personally, I am not convinced that the flowers are 
pansies. Pansies are large-leafed whereas the flowers shown appear to be small yellow star- 
like flowers amongst greenery. It is possible the crown is intended to be a Martyr's Crown or 


469 Gwynedd, Owain; undated poem in the Christ Church MS in praise of John Salisbury 
(Thomas Salusbury's brother); Christ Church MS; f. 262v. 

'Doe iachau /n/ffest wchion ffyrdd 

0 waedfelfel yd fitfyrdd 

Carwr hael i ceir yr hydd 

Car pavn mwyn ceirw pen mynydd.' 

'Lineages came to you adroitly in a fine manner 
From the blood of Velville in profusion; 

The stag (i.e. Velville) is perceived to be a generous kinsman, 

A gentle peacock who was the kinsman of the stags of Penmynydd.' 

Penmynydd was the ancestral home of the Tudors in Anglesey 
( https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Penmynydd ). 

470 https://en.wikipedia.Org/wiki/Pansy#ln the arts and culture . 
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Crown of Immortality 471 commemorating Thomas Salisbury's martyrdom in the cause of the 
Roman Catholic faith. 

Eusebius, in his Ecclesiastical History (Book V) wrote: 'From that time on, their martyrdoms 
embraced death in all its forms. From flowers of every shape and color they wove a crown to 
offer to the Father; and so it was fitting that the valiant champions should endure an ever- 
changing conflict, and having triumphed gloriously should win the mighty crown of 
immortality.' 

The small yellow flowers might be intended to represent stars, in which case Thomas 
Salusbury is shown being crowned with a Crown of Stars, 472 a form of the Crown of 
Immortality which was also worn by the Woman of the Apocalypse, usually taken to mean 
the Virgin Mary. 'And there appeared a great wonder in heaven; a woman clothed with the 
sun, and the moon under her feet, and upon her head a crown of twelve stars: And she being 
with child cried, travailing in birth, and pained to be delivered. And there appeared another 
wonder in heaven; and behold a great red dragon, having seven heads and ten horns, and 
seven crowns upon his heads. And his tail drew the third part of the stars of heaven, and did 
cast them to the earth: and the dragon stood before the woman which was ready to be 
delivered, for to devour her child as soon as it was born. And she brought forth a man child, 
who was to rule all nations with a rod of iron: and her child was caught up unto God, and to 
his throne. And the woman fled into the wilderness, where she hath a place prepared of God, 
that they should feed her there a thousand two hundred and threescore days. And there was 
war in heaven: Michael and his angels fought against the dragon; and the dragon fought and 
his angels. And prevailed not; neither was their place found any more in heaven. And the 
great dragon was cast out, that old serpent, called the Devil, and Satan, which deceiveth the 
whole world: he was cast out into the earth, and his angels were cast out with him. And I 
heard a loud voice saying in heaven. Now is come salvation, and strength, and the kingdom 
of our God, and the power of his Christ: for the accuser of our brethren is cast down, which 
accused them before our God day and night. And they overcame him by the blood of the 
Lamb, and by the word of their testimony; and they loved not their lives unto the death. 
Therefore rejoice, ye heavens, and ye that dwell in them. Woe to the inhabiters of the earth 
and of the sea! for the devil is come down unto you, having great wrath, because he knoweth 
that he hath but a short time.' - Revelation 12:1-12. 'They loved not their lives unto the 
death...' The painting appears to employ the same symbolism; a Woman with Child and a 
Crown of Stars. Of course, the crown could be a Crown of Love and Remembrance and 
Martyrdom and Immortality, as well as a Crown of Stars. All are apt. 


471 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Crown of Immortality . 

472 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Circle of stars . 
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Pansies - a symbol of forbidden love and remembrance. 



The Chaumet Pansy Tiara. 

Of course, love in idleness is the plant used in A Midsummer Night's Dream. 
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A Crown of Stars - The Madonna of the Magnificat (detail), Botticelli, Uffizi, Florence 
( https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Madonna of the Magnificat) . 
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The costume 


The costume is said to be based on the costume of a Persian woman ('Virgo Persico') shown 
in Jean Jacques Boissard's Habitus Variorum Orbis Gentium (1581), but while the headgear is 
broadly similar, the costume itself is completely different (right-hand image). In other words, 
the costume (and, in particular, the flowers, birds and so on depicted on it) cannot be 
dismissed as just a copy of another design; it is unique and was designed for the particular 
subject. Further, it seems clear that the costume is not some form of fancy dress but a 
dressing gown (the subject appears not to be clothed underneath), which possibly suggests 
intimacy, love, sex, pregnancy, nursing or motherhood, and possibly all of them. 



An illustration from Jean Jacques Boissard's Habitus Variorum Orbis Gentium (1581). 

I am not the first person to suggest that the dress is, in fact, a dressing gown. In his "Is This a 
Pregnant Queen Elizabeth? This a Poem by Edward de l /ere?: An Elizabethan Mystery 
Solved”, Gilbert Wesley Purdy says: 'What [the dress] does resemble closely is a dressing 
gown worn in a portrait of Elizabeth Vernon, the Third Countess of Southampton [...].' 473 


473 Purdy, Gilbert Wesley; "Is This a Pregnant Queen Elizabeth? This a Poem by Edward de 
l /ere?: An Elizabethan Mystery Solved"; The Virtual Vanaprastha; 2017. 
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Portrait of Elizabeth Wriothesley nee Vernon, Countess of Southampton, artist unknown, 
circa 1600. Note the diaphanous over-skirt, which is similar to that shown in the Portrait of 
an Unknown Woman. 

The inscriptions 

The inscriptions on the tree read: 

'Iniusti Justa Querela' ('It is just to complain of injustice') 

'Mea Sic Mihi ■' ('Mine thus to me ■') 

Note the dot after the last word. I believe that this indicates a missing word, in the same way 
as, say, 'para.' indicates missing letters; that is 'graph'. The missing word is 'prosunt'. 

This motto is derived from 'Mea Sic Mihi Prosunt’ ('Thus do mine serve [or treat] me'), clearly 
referring to King James Vi's treatment of his mother, given that Mary, Queen of Scots, had a 
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medallion with these words struck in 1579, which is conclusive proof I would say. The 
imagery on the medal (a withered vine) clearly refers to King James VI and closely parallels 
the symbolism in the painting. In my view, this evidence is stronger than the use of the rose, 
lily and thistle, as described below. 



Figure 2: Medal of Mary, Queen of Scots, minted 1579, bearing 
the motto "MeaSic Mihi Pro sunt". 


Medal of Mary, Queen of Scots. Illustration from Is This a Pregnant Queen Elizabeth? This a 
Poem by Edward de l /ere?: An Elizabethan Mystery Solved. 474 

'Dolor Est Medicina Dolori' ('Grieving is the cure for grief). In other words 'Do not bottle up 
your grief. Let it out. It will eventually cure itself' 


474 Purdy, Gilbert Wesley; "Is This a Pregnant Queen Elizabeth? This a Poem by Edward de 
l /ere?: An Elizabethan Mystery Solved"; The Virtual Vanaprastha; 2017. 
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The flowers 



Roses, lilies and thistles in the design. An illustration from "Is This a Pregnant Queen 
Elizabeth? This a Poem by Edward de l /ere?: An Elizabethan Mystery Solved". The point is 
that we can remove any one of these symbols from the equation and we are still left with 
two symbols which can only point to Mary, Queen of Scots. If we remove the thistle, we are 
left with the lily (France) and the rose (England). Only Mary, Queen of Scots, is indicated by 
this combination. If we remove the rose, we are left with the lily (France) and the thistle 
(Scotland). Only Mary, Queen of Scots, is indicated by this combination. If we remove the 
lily, we are left with the thistle (Scotland) and the rose (England). Only Mary, Queen of Scots, 
is indicated by this combination. So, unless at least two out of three flowers are wrongly 
identified, we have a positive identification of who the flowers refer to. 
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A modern illustration of various types of thistle. Those depicted in the painting are similar to 
the ones shown in the top left of the illustration, though this differs somewhat from the 
popular idea of a 'normal thistle 1 today. 

The veil 

According to an article titled State Power and Shakespeare: 'a photograph of the painting 
taken in 1896 shows a capital 'R' for 'Regina' on her upper veil that has been erased'. 475 The 
article advances the idea that the subject of the painting is Queen Elizabeth, but this is 
wishful thinking; we now know that the subject of the painting is Mary, Queen of Scots. If 
there was an 'R' present then there would almost certainly have been an 'M' (standing for 
'Maria') as well; at least, it was the convention to include the initial of the monarch referred 
to. This article also says: 'On the Royal Collection's website under the portrait one finds this 
statement: "Long thought to have been a pregnant Queen Elizabeth I owing to the frame 
having a plaguard [sic] saying Queen Elizabeth, it is now believed to have been a swapped 
frame."’ The current entry says: ’Although the identification of the sitter remains unknown (it 
was once thought to be a portrait of Elizabeth !)...'. In other words, the reference to 
pregnancy has been removed within the past year (since August 2017). So, the effort to 
conceal the true meaning of the painting continues it seems. 


475 freedombunker; http://freedombunker.com/2017/08/15/state-power-and-shakespeare/; 
15/8/2017; accessed 16/5/2018. 
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Is the subject pregnant? 


Given the identification, the following questions naturally arise. Is she pregnant? If she is 
pregnant, who is the father, given that she was held in captivity in England at the time? Well, 
we cannot give a definite answer to the first question. All we can say is that she certainly 
looks pregnant. It would be difficult to look more pregnant. And if she was not pregnant, it 
would surely be unthinkable to portray her as being so. It is a reasonable supposition that if 
an artist makes a queen look pregnant that can only be because she is pregnant. 476 

But, having said that, in at least two other portraits by the same artist the subjects look 
pregnant (for example. Portrait of an Unknown Lady, Tate (T07699) 477 and Portrait of a 
Woman in Red, 1620, Tate (T03456)). 478 Perhaps they were so, the Tate entry for the 
latter 479 says that the artist painted a number of portraits of pregnant women. 

With regard to the second question about the identity of the father, it had to be someone 
who (1) potentially had access to her in some way and (2) was of sufficient rank to father a 
child by a queen (and thus most probably of the blood royal himself). I can think of only one 
person who meets these criteria - Thomas Salusbury. In addition to this The Phoenix and the 
Turtle confirms the relationship between Mary, Queen of Scots, and Thomas Salusbury, as 
explained above ('So between them love did shine, that the turtle saw his right flaming in the 
phoenix' sight... '). So, the most beautiful poem and the most beautiful painting deal with the 
same subject; the love between a queen and her constant turtle or 'weeping stagg', as the 
case may be. Is it possible that Mary, Queen of Scots, went through a pregnancy and 
managed to conceal it for the full term? It has been known. Anne Vavasour, mistress of 
Edward de Vere, 17th Earl of Oxford, concealed her pregnancy for the full term in 1580- 
1581. 

This raises two further questions, as follows. Did Mary, Queen of Scots, have a child by the 
father (whoever he was) and were they married? If so, what happened to that child? If, as 
stated above. King James VI of Scotland was illegitimate because his parents' marriage was 
void for consanguinity (as it was), and if Mary, Queen of Scots, and Thomas Salusbury did 


476 Artist: ’Your Majesty, I know you have a beautiful figure, but I have decided to make you 
look eight months pregnant." 

Queen: 'Okey-dokey. I am quite happy to look fat and pregnant when I am not so.' 

No, I can't imagine it either. 

477 https://commons.wikimedia.Org/wiki/File:Attributed to Marcus Gheeraerts II - 

Portrait of an Unknown Lady - Google Art Project.jpg . 

478 https://commons.wikimedia.Org/wiki/File:Gheeraerts Woman in Red 1620.jpg . 

479 http://www.tate.org.uk/art/artworks/gheeraerts-portrait-of-a-woman-in-red-t03456 . 
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marry and have a child, then that child would have been the rightful heir to the throne of 
England by the laws of England, as well as of Scotland by the laws of Scotland. 

I deal with this question more fully elsewhere, but, for the moment, we can note that can 
1078.3 states: 'A dispensation is never given from the impediment of consanguinity in the 
direct line or in the second degree of the collateral line .' 480 The Catholic Encyclopedia, under 
'Consanguinity' states: 'But the Canon law, in the collateral line of consanguinity, computes 
for marriage one series only of generations, and if the series are unegual, only the longer 
one. Hence the principle of canon law that in the transverse or collateral line there are as 
many degrees of consanguinity as there are persons in the longer series, omitting the 
common stock or root. If the two series are equal, the distance is the number of degrees of 
either from the common stock. Thus brother and sister are in the first degree, first cousins in 
the second degree; uncle and niece in the second degree because the niece is two degrees 
from the grandfather who is the common stock.' 481 It follows that first cousin marriages 
come within the scope of divine law (divine positive law or natural law) since only marriages 
covered by divine law can never be subject to dispensation. This means that the marriage 
between Mary, Queen of Scots, and Lord Darnley was void and could not be made good, 
even by the Pope, because they were first cousins, but that a marriage between Mary, 

Queen of Scots, and Thomas Salusbury was possible, because they were cousins in the 
fourth degree (Henry VII was their common ancestor and Thomas Salusbury was fourth in 
descent from him). Current canon law is cited but the preceding canon law (Quinque Libri 
Decretalium (1234)) was the same in this respect. 482 The Catholic Encyclopedia, under 
'Dispensation', states: '[The pope] cannot of his own right dispense from the Divine law 
(either natural or positive).' 483 This also applied under Quinque Libri Decretalium (1234). 
Marriages between close cousins were certainly contrary to natural law, if not also positive 
law (as laid down by scripture). 

The wedding ring 

The woman in the portrait is wearing a ring on her right hand. This is a wedding ring, as 
confirmed by William Jones in his Finger-Ring Lore - Historical, Legendary, Anecdotal . 484 
Confirmation of this can be seen in the portrait of Lady Anne Clifford (1590-1676) called The 
Great Picture by Jan van Belcamp, where she is shown wearing a wedding ring on the thumb 
of her right hand. 485 See also the portrait of Lady Frances Radcliffe, nee Sidney, (1531-1589), 


480 http://www.vatican.va/archive/ENG1104/ P3X.HTM . 

481 http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/04264a.htm . 

482 http://www.canonlaw.info/masterpagelusDecret.htm . 

483 http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/05041a.htm . 

484 Chatto & Windus; London; 1877; pp. 89, 280, 289, 293. 

485 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lady Anne Clifford, 14th Baroness de Clifford . 
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Countess of Sussex, attributed to George Gower (c.1540-1596), who is also shown wearing 
such a ring. 

The question then arises as to which marriage the ring relates. If the weeping stag 
represents a man, as I maintain, then it would be odd, I think, for the woman to crown that 
'man' with a hand wearing a ring which testifies to marriage to a different man, given the 
context of the painting (the fact that the woman is pregnant by the man represented by the 
weeping stag). The likelihood must be then that the ring testifies to marriage to the man 
represented by the stag and to the fact that the child she is carrying is therefore legitimate. 
The woman is also wearing two other rings on chains round her neck. These are very simple 
rings and so are likely to be sentimental rather than decorative in nature. I am guessing that 
these refer to her marriages to her first and second husbands. King Francis II of France and 
Flenry Stewart, Lord Darnley. I do not think she would have worn a ring relating to her third 
marriage to the Earl of Bothwell because she had sought a declaration of nullity in relation to 
that marriage, as I have already said, and she effectively married him under duress in any 
event. I think it would be harder to find an image which says more clearly: 7 am carrying the 
legitimate child of the man represented by the stag, wherein lies my desire and hope.' 

The birds 

There a number of birds on the dress. Three phoenixes (see below), two turtle doves (see 
below), which are arranged in a vertical line in the centre of the dress (Phoenix, dove, 
phoenix, dove, phoenix), with two other birds, which look vaguely like pheasants to me. 



A phoenix? 486 The red and gold is certainly reminiscent of flames. Further, the bird seems to 
be sitting on a bed of flames (the gold leaf-shaped/tongues of flame-shaped pattern). The 


486 It was a slideshow given by David Shakespeare MA FRCS (The Pregnancy Portrait of Queen 
Elizabeth I) at The De Vere Society on 21/4/2018 (now on YouTube at 
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posture of the bird (wings 'displayed' or spread) is common to depictions of the phoenix. If I 
was to be asked to identify the bird, I would say that it is more like a phoenix (as popularly 
imagined - see below) than anything else I can think of. 



The phoenix is shown in black. The tongues of flame are shown in blue. They actually extend 
below and to the left in addition to being on the right of the bird, so that the bird is 
unquestionably sitting on a bed of whatever the lines are meant to represent. In the two 
lower phoenixes, the tongues of flame are much more noticeable. In my view, there is no 
question that they are tongues of flame, which gives us a positive identification of the birds 
as three phoenixes. 


https://www.voutube.com/watch?v=n2wiooH5v40 ) which first alerted me to this possibility. 
I had only registered the birds as 'some sort of bird' because I did not have access to a 
magnified version of the portrait. In the paper version he writes: 'There are direct references 
to Shakespeare's (Edward de Vere's) poem The Phoenix and the Turtle. (Published in 1601) 
This appeared in Robert Chester's publication Loves Martyr. The Shakespearean references 
are firstly the songbird hidden high in the tree of Persian origin, secondly the Middle Eastern 
attire of the Queen, thirdly the pattern of birds in the front of the dress, and fourthly the 
flying birds hidden in the hanging nuts.' He did not consider the possibility that two of the 
other birds are turtle doves. 
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The lowest of the three phoenixes. The tongues of flame (indicated by the black line in the 
right-hand picture) can be seen very clearly. There can be no doubt that they are tongues of 
flame. So there can be no doubt that the bird is a phoenix. 



The Phcenix. 


A heraldic phoenix. Note the bed of flames similar to that on the dress. 
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A turtle dove? Not readily recognizable as a turtle dove, except for the light brown/coffee- 
coloured body and the russet/red scapula (shoulders). In fact, it is not readily recognizable as 
any native British bird that I know of, as a long-term ornithologist. Then again, I can't think of 
any other British bird which has a light brown/coffee-coloured body and a red/russet 
scapula, which is a noticeable feature of the turtle dove. I guess this leaves a list of 
candidates of one. We are looking for: 

1. A bird which is the size a large songbird, pigeon or dove. It is not a duck, a goose, a 
swan, a wader, an egret or heron, a falcon or eagle or a small songbird like a blue tit. 

2. The overall colour of the body is light brown/coffee-colour. 

3. The main distinguishing feature is the red/russet shoulder. 

There is a British bird which matches these three features, and only one - the turtle dove. 
When you have reduced the choices to one, then you have your answer. 

The gold might be meant to suggest flames. While it is impossible to identify this bird with 
certainty, once we have identified the phoenix as the other bird, identifying this bird as a 
turtle dove becomes more plausible. It is probably a bird associated with the phoenix. Do we 
know of any bird associated with the phoenix at this period in history? Yes, the turtle dove. 
Does it have any features in common with a turtle dove? Yes, its size, its light brown/coffee- 
coloured colour and its russet/red scapula. What looks like droplets are jewels/beads 
attached to a diaphanous shawl, so transparent that you can hardly tell it is there except by 
the jewels/beads attached to it. I think this shawl must be significant. After all, it would have 
been extremely laborious to paint what must be hundreds of individual jewels/beads. 
Perhaps it is literally 'a veil of tears' to represent the 'vale of tears' that the woman evidently 
went through. 
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A turtle dove. Note the light brown colouring A modern illustration of a turtle dove by 
and the russet scapulars (shoulders). Matt Sewell. Note the reddish area on the 

shoulder which is similar to the portrait. 



A male red turtle dove (Streptopelia tranquebarica). An even closer match. A resident of 
India, China and South-East Asia. Did it find its way to Europe as a pet? 

It's a wrap 

Let me reiterate. I think we can agree that the birds, like the flowers, are meant to represent 
particular species, even if, in one case, a mythical species. So which species is the second 
type; the one with the light brown/coffee-coloured body and red/russet shoulder? Well, as I 
have said, I know of only one bird which qualifies and that is the turtle dove. The 
representation is far from perfect but it is sufficiently good to allow us to narrow down the 
options to one species. I think that concludes the matter; we have phoenixes and turtle 
doves. 
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If this identification is correct (the birds on the dress are phoenixes and turtle doves) then 
that is 'pretty much a wrap' 487 as they say, in the sense that we have a definite link between 
the poem and the painting. The woman in the portrait is unquestionably Mary, Queen of 
Scots, in which case the phoenix in the poem is also Mary, Queen of Scots. This leads us 
inexorably to the conclusion that the stag in the painting and the turtle dove in the poem are 
the same man, who can only be Thomas Salusbury. This leads us to the conclusion that 
Mary, Queen of Scots, is shown in the painting as pregnant with Thomas Salusbury's child. 
Once we have identified that there was a child, we can then search for that child. 

Who was the Royal Child? 

'Unum quidem sed leone.' ('It is indeed but one, but by a lion.') 

So, who was that child? Well, I think it was Margaret Salusbury (b. Feb 1586), the (supposed) 
only surviving child of Thomas Salusbury and his wife, Margaret Wynn, who married William 
Norris (d. 1651) of Speke. 488 Why do I think this? 

1. Thomas Salusbury's and Margaret Wynn's marriage was a child marriage, arranged as part 
of the marriage negotiations between Thomas' mother, Katheryn of Berain, and her third 
husband, Maurice Wynn of Gwydir, Margaret Wynn's father. This means that the marriage 
was not a love match. A mild way of putting it (see next paragraph). 

2. Thomas Salusbury objected very strongly to the marriage. John Ballinger, in his "Katheryn 
of Berain" 489 quotes a letter dated 23/3/1577/8 (Wynne Papers, No. 84) from the Earl of 
Leicester to Maurice Wynn which says that Thomas Salusbury ’utterly dissented from’ his 
proposed marriage to Margaret Wynn. ’Utterly dissented from’ means ’completely rejected’, 
which does not sound hopeful. The Wikipedia page for Thomas, 490 citing Ballinger, says: 
’Salisbury did not assent to the marriage, and the couple were estranged for a period prior to 
the birth of their daughter Margaret. Salisbury's daughter Margaret would eventually inherit 
Berain, whereas Lleweni went to Thomas's younger brother, Sir John Salusbury. ' If a husband 
was estranged from his wife prior to the birth of their child, how did the wife become 
pregnant? 


487 'it's a wrap' -1. It's a successful task. 2. It's over. 

( https://www.urbandictionarv.com/define.php?term=it%27s%20a%20wrap, accessed 
15/9/2019) 

488 Speke Hall, near Liverpool ( https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Speke Hall) . See also 
http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/william norris of speke.jpg and 

http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/marv norris descendants.pdf . 

489 Y Cymmrodor; The Honourable Society of Cymmrodorian; London; 1929; Vol. XL; p.19. 

490 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thomas Salisbury, accessed 1/7/2019. 
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3. The child was born in February 1586 when both Mary, Queen of Scots, and Thomas 
Salusbury were still alive. Antonia Fraser says: 'On this occasion Mary was obliged to keep to 
her bed for more than four weeks, and it was towards the end of March, eight or nine weeks 
later, before she felt any real improvement from the 'painful defluxions' which plagued her .' 
491 So Mary was confined to her bed for over four weeks some eight or nine weeks before 
the end of March 1586, which takes us to the beginning of February 1586, the month in 
which Margaret Salusbury was born. Of course, pregnancy becomes more noticeable in the 
final months and what better way to conceal a woman's pregnant state than for her to 
remain in bed? Remember, Anne Vavasour, mistress of Edward de Vere, 17th Earl of Oxford, 
concealed her pregnancy for the full term in 1580-1581, so it was possible to conceal late 
stage pregnancy. 

4. Critically, the daughter, Margaret, by an agreement of February 1586 between Thomas 
Salusbury and John Wynn of Gwydir, was completely excluded from inheriting the main 
Salusbury family estate of Lleweni, even in the absence of male heirs, and was also excluded 
from inheriting the secondary estate of Berain, which came through Katheryn of Berain's 
side of the family, unless Thomas Salusbury and his wife, Margaret, had no male heirs. 492 
Why would a man exclude his only child from succeeding to the main family estate? One 
possible reason is that the family of Thomas' wife, the Wynn family, refused to allow 
someone who was not the child of their family member, Margaret Wynn, to take precedence 
over any future children who were. Katheryn of Berain was the heiress of Berain, so why 
should Thomas' daughter, Margaret, not have been the heiress of Lleweni in the absence of 
male heirs, unless she was not the legitimate child of Thomas and his wife, Margaret? After 
all, Lleweni did eventually end up in the hands of an heiress, Hester Salusbury, in 1684, even 
though there were male heirs of the Salusbury family then living. Put this another way. Why 
would a child be excluded from inheriting property which he or she would otherwise inherit 
in the normal course of events? Because the child is not the lawful heir to that property. 

How obvious does it have to be? 

5. In Love's Martyr Robert Chester refers to the new-born phoenix as a girl (my emphasis): 

From the sweet fire of perfumed wood, 

Another princely Phoenix upright stood: 

Whose feathers purified did yield more light. 

Than her late burned mother out of sight. 

And in her heart rests a perpetual love. 

Sprung from the bosom of the Turtle-Dove. 

Long may the new uprising bird increase. 

Some humors and some motions to release. 

And thus to all I offer my devotion. 


491 Mary, Queen of Scots; Weidenfeld & Nicolson; London; 1994; Ch. 26. 

492 Ballinger, John; "Katheryn of Berain"; Y Cymmrodor; The Honourable Society of 
Cymmrodorian; London; 1929; Vol. XL; p.27) 
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Hoping that gentle minds accept my motion. 

Finis. R.C. 

(Quoted by Chiljan, Katherine; " The Importance of Love's Martyr in the Shakespeare 
Authorship Question"; Brief Chronicles IV; 2012-13; p. 29) 

So, Mary, Queen of Scots, is shown as being clearly pregnant in the painting 'Portrait of an 
unknown woman', and, if her appearance is not enough to confirm her pregnant state, the 
sonnet on the painting refers to a previous child by saying 'If this be all the fruite my love tree 
beares', clearly implying that there may be further 'fruite' of her 'love tree'; that is, she may 
have another child. What else can 'fruite' of 'my love tree 1 mean? 

Given the identification of the woman in the painting as Mary, Queen of Scots, I submit that 
the weeping stag can only be Thomas Salusbury. A child is, in fact, born to Thomas Salusbury 
in February 1586 in a period when Mary, Queen of Scots, is confined to her bed for over a 
month, and that child is immediately disinherited (excluded from inheriting the Salusbury 
family's main estate - Lleweni) by her own father, Thomas Salusbury, thus implying (in fact, 
confirming, in my view) that she is not the legitimate child of Thomas Salusbury and his wife, 
Margaret (nee Wynn). So, who is the mother of that child? Is there a woman who Thomas 
Salusbury loved (as confirmed by the poem 'The Phoenix and the Turtle' - 'so between them 
love did shine'), even unto death, who the evidence shows might have given birth to a child 
at that time? Any ideas? 

All the above factors, taken along with other factors already mentioned (such as Mary, 

Queen of Scots, suffering from the 'greatest debility in the stomach' 493 ) strongly indicate to 
me that Margaret Salusbury was not the legitimate child of Thomas Salusbury and his wife, 
Margaret Salusbury (nee Wynn), but was the child of Thomas Salusbury and Mary, Queen of 
Scots. 

Amusingly, the National Trust, who now run Speke Hall, have an exhibition on (summer 
2019) called Tension, Turmoil and Traitors: The Story of Tudor Speke, which says: 'Our new 
indoor exhibition for 2019 brings to life the turmoil of Elizabethan England and the life or 
death secrets kept hidden inside the walls of Speke Hall. Come and discover the Norris 
family's hidden secrets... ’. Quite. 


493 Fraser, Antonia; Mary, Queen of Scots; Weidenfeld & Nicolson; London; 1994; p. 444. 
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'For now we see through a glass, darkly, but then face to face. ' (1 Corinthians 13:12). Believe 
me, if Oxfordians (or the 'Prince Tudor Theory' supporters at least) found a Tudor rose like 
this in any building associated with the Earl of Oxford, they would be shouting from the 
rooftops about it. 

Coats of arms/heraldic devices displayed in stained glass in the small drawing room at Speke 
Hall (next to the wine cellar in the plan below, I think). Above are, in essence, the royal arms 
of England surrounded by a purple (imperial?) wreath with four red roses (one missing), two 
'medallions of Roman emperors' (Why Roman emperors? I suspect that they are actual 
people. The left-hand one looks like a bearded man and the right-hand one looks like a 
woman. Thomas Salusbury and Mary, Queen of Scots?), a lion's mask (face) at the top (more 
like a gargoyle I think) and what looks like a cherub at the bottom. Below, is a heraldic device 
(badge/medallion) showing a Tudor rose surmounted by a royal crown and the motto 'Dieu 
et mon droit' ('God and my right'). There appear to be three pomegranates at the bottom 
(associated with Catherine of Aragon). This window contains the coats of arms of families 
connected by blood to the Norris family through inter-marriage, so can we not infer that 
these other two devices show a similar connection; that is, by blood? Although the owners 
of great houses or castles did display the royal arms without necessarily having any royal 
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connections, it is certainly possible, if not likely, that these devices are intended to point to 
an actual connection to the royal line of the Tudors. The possibility cannot be discounted. 



The window in the small drawing room at Speke Hall. This window was originally in the Great 
Hall. The four coats of arms at the top are (left to right): 

Within a green wreath with four white roses, counter-quartered : 1st and 4th, Argent, three 
bars gemelles Sable, over all a lion rampant Or (Maude). 2nd and 3rd, quarterly : (1) and (4) 
Erminois (Urswick); (2) and (3) Azure, a cross moline Or (Molineux). The coronet probably 
derives from the Barony of Montalto (Hawarden), a barony of the County Palatine of 
Chester, held by the Maude family. 

Within a purple garter, quarterly : (1) and (4) Argent, a bend engrailed Sable (Radcliffe); (2) 
and (3) Argent, a fesse between two chevrons Gules (Fitzwalter). 

Within an Azure garter, quarterly : (1) Argent, on a bend Azure three garbs Or (Hesketh 494 ); 


494 Note that the Hesketh family was one of those Roman Catholic families from the North- 
West of England who were closely associated with and allied to the Hoghton family of 
Hoghton Tower, who employed the William Shakeshafte thought by some to be a young 
William Shakespeare. All these families were closely connected: the Stanley family (Earls of 
Derby), the Salusbury family of Lleweni, the Norris family of Speke, the Hoghton family of 
Hoghton Tower, the Heskeths and so on. It was to Sir Thomas Hesketh that Alexander 
Hoghton of Lea recommended one William Shakeshafte in his will. My view is that the young 
William Shaksper of Straford-upon-Avon could well have spent some time with these 
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(2) missing; (3) Argent, on a bend Gules (?) three escarbuncles Or (Thornton); (4) Or, a saltire 
Sable (Helsby). 

Within a green wreath with four daisies, counter-quartered : 1st and 4th, quarterly (1) and 
(4) Argent, on a bend Azure three stags' heads caboshed Or (Stanley); (2) Or, a chief 
dancette Argent (? Azure) (Latham); (3) Chequy Or and Azure (Warren). 2nd and 3rd, Gules, 
three legs conjoined (Lordship of Man). 



The Great Parlour, Speke Hall, Lancs. Are life and death secrets hidden there? 


families and could well have met Thomas Salusbury as a result. He could even have visited 
Lleweni. 
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The Great Hall, Speke Hall, Lancs. Was this the home of the child of William Shakespeare and 
Mary, Queen of Scots? 



Speke Hall from the garden side. The leftmost window on the ground floor is the great 
parlour. 
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Plan of Speke Hall. 











Speke Hall. The main entrance. Designed as a death trap for the unwary attacker. 



From the park of Speke Hall. Looking over the Mersey towards Ellesmere Port, the Clwydian 
Hills and Halkyn Mountain (Avalon). Lleweni is just the other side of the hills, about 23 miles 
as the crow flies. 
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If Mary, Queen of Scots, and Thomas Salusbury did have a child, then their relationship 
cannot, it would seem, be described as 'married chastity 1 as in The Phoenix and the Turtle. 
Can we resolve this issue? Possibly. In the first place, the love affair between Mary, Queen of 
Scots, and Thomas Salusbury is tragic enough even without the death of Thomas Salusbury, 
so his death is not 'necessary' from that point of view. The painting does not necessarily 
imply that the 'weeping stagg' is dead. In the second place, the idea of 'married chastity' is 
itself a contradiction because a couple cannot be described as truly married without a 
physical relationship. Marriage is, after all, a spiritual and physical union for the 
companionship of the husband and wife, each unto the other, and the increase of mankind, 
so a wilfully chaste (non-sexual) marriage (one not chaste as a result of a disability) is, by 
definition, not a proper marriage at all (which is why non-consummation is grounds for 
divorce). But does 'chastity' necessarily imply sexual abstinence? I would say that, arguably, 
a person's sexual conduct can be regarded as 'chaste' (that is, pure) without sexual 
abstinence. Is not a sexual relationship within marriage pure in the sense that it is part of 'an 
holy estate instituted of God'? How can conduct sanctioned by God be impure; that is, 
unchaste? 'Chaste' is defined as 'refraining from sexual intercourse that is regarded as 
contrary to morality or religion'f 9S but sex within marriage is not contrary to morality or 
religion. So, a marriage can be regarded as 'pure' (that is, chaste) even if it involves a sexual 
relationship. Note also that John Marston, in what seems like a reply to The Phoenix and the 
Turtle in the poem following in Loves Martyr, speaks of the 'glorious issue' arising out of the 
Phoenix and the Turtle's ashes ('springs from yonder flame'). This seems to contradict 
Shakespeare's statement that they left 'no posterity'. 

At the moment, all we can say is that we appear to have a portrait of Mary, Queen of Scots, 
and that she appears to be pregnant. I would put this in more positive terms. We can also 
identify Thomas Salusbury as the 'weeping stagg'. On its own, this raises some astonishing 
and fascinating possibilities; possibilities which must surely be worth investigating. Let me 
put my cards on the table. In my opinion, the painting tells us that Mary, Queen of Scots, 
married William Shakespeare (Thomas Salusbury) and that they had a child, who was the 
lawful heir to thrones of both England and Scotland. I say 'married' because Mary, Queen of 
Scots, was a devout Roman Catholic and I do not believe for one second that she would have 
countenanced an illicit relationship. In the portrait, she is also wearing a wedding ring on the 
thumb of her right hand. 

Thus, the most mysterious and beautiful poem (Shakespeare's The Phoenix and the Turtle) 
and the most mysterious and beautiful painting (Gheeraerts 1 Portrait of an Unknown 
Woman) deal with the same subject; the relationship between Mary, Queen of Scots, and 
Thomas Salusbury. Both have kept their secret for 400 years. 


495 http://www.dictionary.com/browse/chaste . 
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The veiled hand, the hidden crown - Do we have a portrait of that royal child? 



Portrait of a Lady; Called [thought to be] 
Elizabeth, Lady Tanfield, Unknown artist 
(possibly Marcus Gheeraerts the Younger), 
1615, Tate Britain. 496 


Portrait of an Unknown Woman, attributed 
to the Flemish artist, Marcus Gheeraerts 
the Younger (1561-1635), Royal Collection, 
Hampton Court. 


Two similar and roughly contemporaneous allegorical portraits of unknown women. Might 
the similarities be worth looking into? Here's a suggestion. Unless the similarities in 
composition, pose, dress (both are wearing diaphanous shawls and a garment which overlap 
from left to right, dropping to the right hip), expression, hair and allegorical elements (the 
woman in the left-hand painting is wearing a crown of pansies, as is the weeping stag in the 
right-hand painting) are merely fortuitous, it would seem to be likely that the woman in the 
later (left hand) portrait wanted to associate herself in some way with the woman in the 
earlier (right hand) portrait. Could this be because they are related? Is there any woman who 


496 https://www.tate.org.uk/art/artworks/unknown-artist-britain-portrait-of-a-lady-called- 

elizabeth-lady-tanfield-t03031 . See also 

https://upload.wikimedia.Org/wikipedia/commons/c/cb/British School 17th century - 

Portrait of a Lady%2C Called Elizabeth%2C Lady Tanfield - Google Art Projecting . 
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is related to the woman in the right-hand portrait? Yes, the daughter she is pregnant with in 
the portrait. I have already explained who I think this daughter is; namely, Margaret 
Salusbury, who married William Norris of Speke (d. 1651). My conjecture is therefore that 
the woman in the left-hand portrait is Margaret Salusbury, daughter of Thomas Salusbury 
and Mary, Queen of Scots. Given that she was born in 1586 and the portrait was painted in 
1615, she would have been 29 at the time, which is about right I would say. The woman in 
the left-hand portrait is reaching out with her veiled right hand towards a tree; a tree 
bearing fruit. So, we have a veiled hand reaching out for fruit? Might this be intended to 
show that the lady herself is the fruit of the tree; that is, she is saying 7 am the 
(veiled/hidden) fruit of the tree' or, more specifically, 7 am the (veiled/hidden) fruit of the 
royal love tree', as referred to in the sonnet on the right-hand portrait? Maybe, maybe not, 
but no-one has come up with a better explanation in the last 404 years (1615 to 2019). And 
then there's this. 



Portrait of a Lady , Called Elizabeth , Lady Tanfield. Enlarged section showing the right-hand 
sleeve showing two birds (see the blue squares). A phoenix and a turtle dove? I think so. The 
phoenix is certainly shown in the classic phoenix position with wings outstretched 
('displayed' in heraldic terminology). Critically, in my view, this combination of phoenix and 
dove only appears in one place; that is, on the sleeve of the arm pointing to the fruit of the 
tree. In other places, the pairs of birds appear to be a 'pelican in her piety' (feeding her 
young with her own blood) and a dove or similar. I regard the fact that the phoenix/dove 
combination appears where it does as critical. It was done for a reason and the only 
difference between the left and right arms is that the right arm is pointing at something. It 
follows that the phoenix/dove combination is to be associated with what the right arms is 
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pointing at. The message is clear I think. It is 7 am the fruit of the phoenix and the turtle.' In 
short, 7 am the phoenix reborn.' 

Note also that the 'pelican in her piety' represents making a sacrifice for one's own young, 
usually Christ 'giving his blood' (sacrificing his life) for mankind. This could represent the fact 
that Mary, Queen of Scots, and Thomas Salusbury, in effect, sacrificed their lives to save 
their daughter. They certainly sacrificed their lives for the Roman Catholic cause and the 
Roman Catholic throne as personified by that daughter. 



A pelican in her piety, St. Nicholas, Manston, Dorset. It is said that naturalists of old, 
observing that the pelican had a crimson stain on the tip of its beak, reported that it was 
accustomed to feed its young with the blood flowing from its breast, which it tore for the 
purpose. In this belief the Early Christians adopted the pelican to figure Christ, and set forth 
the redemption through His blood, which was willingly shed for us His children. 'LIt vitam 
habeant' ('That they may have life'). 

The key elements common to both portraits are (1) the crown of pansies, (2) the fruit tree 
and (3) the embroidered phoenix and turtle. Coincidence? Hardly. So there we are. A 
portrait of Shakespeare's daughter. She looks like a real sweetie to me - and as brainy as hell 
and every inch a Queen. Note also the Tudor red hair (down to the hips), which was taken as 
proof of Tudor descent, which can also be seen in the next portrait. 
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A woman wearing a veiled (and falling?) crown, hidden from the sun. How obvious does it 
have to be? Margaret Norris, nee Salusbury (b. 1586). Portrait of an Unknown Woman 
(British School, cl615, K2675) at the Bristol Museum & Art Gallery 
( https://artuk.org/discover/artworks/portrait-of-an-unknown-lady-188165 ). Is it possible 
that the sleeves with daggings (notched or serrated edges) are meant to represent the 
flames which consume the phoenix? They certainly look flame-like. 'That which you hear 
you'll swear you see , there is such unity in the proofs. The mantle of Queen Hermione's, her 
jewel about the neck of it, the letters of Antigonus found with it, which they know to be his 
character; the majesty of the creature in resemblance of the mother, the affection of 
nobleness which nature shows above her breeding, and many other evidences proclaim her 
with all certainty to be the king's daughter.' (The Winter's Tale, Act V, Scene ii). 
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Portrait of a Lady, Called Elizabeth, Lady Tanfield, Unknown artist (possibly Marcus 
Gheeraerts the Younger), 1615, Tate Britain. 



A merge of the faces in the two portraits. The same woman? I think so. 
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A curious pilgrimage - or was it a coronation? 


A strange ceremony took place in 1629, which, on the surface, appears to have been nothing 
more than the celebration of the Feast Day of a Saint. The Saint was St. Winefride 
(sometimes St. Winifred) and the site of the ceremony was St. Winefride's Well, Holywell, 
Flintshire. 



St. Winefride's Well. The approach. The yellow tents are where pilgrims change before 
bathing in the pool, which is just to the left of the tents. 



St. Winefride's Well, which feeds the pool (above). You can see the ripples caused by the 
water welling up from the ground. 
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St. Winefride's Chapel, apparently built by Margaret Beaufort, mother of King Henry VII, 
though this has been questioned. 



The stained glass window, which includes the arms of King Henry VII and the Stanley family, 
Earls of Derby. Margaret Beaufort married, fourthly in 1472, Thomas, Lord Stanley. More 
connections to the Salusbury and Norris families. 
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St. Winefride's Well is known as 'The Lourdes of Wales' on account of the many people who, 
over many centuries (over 1300 years), have been cured, or claim to have been cured, by its 
holy waters. St. Winifred's Well is mentioned in the medieval poem Sir Gawain and the 
Green Knight. Wikipedia says: 497 

'The oldest accounts of the saint's life date to the 12th century. According to legend, Winifred 
was the daughter of a chieftain ofTegeingl, Welsh nobleman, Tyfid ap Eiludd. Her mother 
was Wenlo, a sister of Saint Beuno and a member of a family closely connected with the 
kings of south Wales. Her suitor, 498 Caradog, was enraged when she decided to become a 
nun, and decapitated her. 

A healing spring appeared at where her head fell. Winifred's head was subsequently re-joined 
to her body due to the efforts of Saint Beuno, and she was restored to life. Seeing the 
murderer leaning on his sword with an insolent and defiant air, St. Beuno invoked the 
chastisement of heaven, and Caradog fell dead on the spot, the popular belief being that the 
ground opened and swallowed him. St. Beuno left Holywell, and returned to Caernarfon. 
Before he left the tradition is that he seated himself upon the stone, which now stands in the 
outer well pool, and there promised in the name of God "that whosoever on that spot should 
thrice ask for a benefit from God in the name of St. Winefride would obtain the grace he 
asked if it was for the good of his soul." 

After eight years spent at Holywell, Winifred received an inspiration to leave the convent and 
retire inland. Accordingly, St. Winifred went upon her pilgrimage to seek for a place of rest. 
Ultimately she arrived at Gwytherin near the source of the River Elwy. She later became a 
nun and abbess at Gwytherin in Denbighshire. More elaborate versions of this tale relate 
many details of her life, including Winefride's pilgrimage to Rome. 

Given the late date of the earliest surviving written accounts of Winifred's life, her existence 
has been doubted since the 19th century. She is not recorded in any Welsh pedigree of saints 
nor in the 13th-century calendar of Welsh saints. There is, however, evidence of her cult from 
centuries before the appearance of her first hagiography. Two small pieces of an oak 
reliquary from the 8th century were discovered in 1991 and identified based on earlier 
drawings as belonging to the Arch Gwenfrewi, the reliquary of Winifred. The reliquary 
probably contain an article of clothing or another object associated with the saint, but not 
her bones. It provides "good evidence for her having been recognized as a saint very soon 
after her death", and thus of her historicity. The reliquary may even be "the earliest surviving 
testimony to the formal cultus of any Welsh saint".' 

The site was suppressed during the Reformation but recusant Catholics continued to visit it. 

In 1579 Queen Elizabeth's council issued a command to the Council of the Marches to 
"discover all Papist activities and recommend measures for suppressing them... to pay 
particular attention to the pilgrimages to St Winefride's Well and in view of the claim that 


497 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Saint Winifred . 

498 'Would-be ravisher' rather. 
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the water is medicinal to appoint two men to test its properties; if not medicinal the Well 
should be destroyed." 

However, attempts to suppress the well seemed to have the opposite effect and visitor 
numbers may have increased throughout the seventeenth century. In 1625 the Bishop of 
Bangor reported: "There is a great concourse of people at St Winefride's Well, in an old 
church near a public Mass is said continually." In short, St. Winefride's Well became the most 
important Roman Catholic shrine in the country; an appropriate place to celebrate the most 
important Roman Catholic religious events. 

In the 1630s the statue of Winefride in the shrine was described as having been 
whitewashed and it was later were broken up and destroyed. The statue standing there now 
dates from the 1880s. 

Although the site was popular, the celebration of 1629, as reported by Sir John Bridgeman, 
Chief Justice of Chester, to the Privy Council, was remarkable nonetheless. Firstly, because 
some 1500 people and 150 priests took part; an extraordinary number. Secondly, because of 
the number of noblemen, knights and prominent local (mainly Cheshire and Lancashire) 
families involved. Thirdly, because of the remarkable number of participants who were 
members of or related to the Norris family of Speke. Those attending included: 499 

• Lord William Howard of Naworth Castle (Cumberland), third son of the Duke of 
Norfolk. 

• Sir John Talbot, 10 th Earl of Shrewsbury. A staunch Catholic, he held office under 
Charles I and fought as a Royalist in the Civil War. 

• Sir Thomas Gerard of Bryn. Second baronet and father of William Gerard, below (and 
so connected to the Norris family). 

• Sir William Norris IV. He was brother to Winefride, Mary, Perpetua, Martha and 
Emilia, mentioned here. He died in the year following, aged about 65. 

• Sir Cuthbert Clifton of Kirkham. His mother was Mary Norris . 

• John Preston of the Manor. His maternal uncle (Thomas Westby, below) married 
Perpetua Norris . 

• Christopher Anderton of Lostock. His uncle Thurstan married Martha Norris . 

• Thomas Westby of Westby. He married Perpetua Norris . 

• James Anderton of Clayton-le-Woods. His great-grandfather was an Anderton of 
Euxton. 

• Mr Anderton of Foarste(?). 

• William Gerard of Ince. He married Elizabeth, daughter of Cuthbert Clifton (see 
above), and so his wife's grandmother was Mary Norris . 

• James Bradshaw of Haigh Hall. He married Anne Norris, daughter of William Norris IV 
(see above). 


499 Graham, Angus; A grand day out; 

https://www.academia.edu/36464175/Speke Hall 036 A grand day out . 
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• John Harington of Huyton Hey. His great-grandmother was Ann Norris, sister of 
William Norris II. 

• William Blundell of Crosby. He married Emilia Norris . 

• Edward Scarisbrick of Scarisbrick. He married Frances Bradshaw of Haigh Hall, niece 
to James Bradshaw (above) and so also niece to Anne Norris . 

• Sir John Talbot of Bashall. His grandfather had been knighted at Leith by the Earl of 
Hertford on the same 'Rough Wooing' excursion where William Norris II looted the 
Abbot of Cambuskenneth's library. 

• Henry Lathom of Mossborough. A notorious recusant. 

• Elizabeth Cary, Viscountess Falkland. A prodigious scholar, she was the first woman 
known to have written a play in English. She announced her conversion to 
Catholicism in 1626 at the age of 41. Her writings, interpreted nowadays as 
concerning patriarchal tyranny, were very progressive for her time. Unfortunately, 
much of her poetry has been lost. 

So, it looks as though we are looking at not just a Roman Catholic ceremony, but a very 
important Roman Catholic ceremony, and not just a very important Roman Catholic 
ceremony but one centred on the Norris family. What can have been the real nature of that 
ceremony? Well, given the subject of this book, I would speculate that the religious 
ceremony was an anointing; an anointing forming the key element of another ceremony - a 
coronation. In short, the coronation of the Roman Catholic heir to the throne (in fact, the de 
jure Queen), Margaret Norris, nee Salusbury. Logically, there was something about the 
Norris family which formed the sine qua non (’without which nothing’) of the ceremony, and 
the ceremony was something religious involving that family or, more likely, a member of it. 
Not birth, not death, not marriage, not baptism. So what was it? What other options are we 
left with? A religious appointment? Nope. So, a secular appointment then. An appointment 
to a secular office or position, but one involving a religious ceremony. How many secular 
offices require appointment via a religious ceremony? I can think of only one. So, by a 
process of elimination, it looks as though we are left with only one option - a coronation. A 
coronation it is then. 

And why 1629? Well, I can only guess. But that year marked the birth and death of the first 
child of King Charles I and Henrietta Maria of France, Charles James, Duke of Cornwall and 
Rothesay, leaving (at that stage) only King Charles's sister, Elizabeth Stuart, Queen of 
Bohemia, and her heirs to continue the Stuart line. Observers might have felt that the Stuart 
succession was on shaky ground and that this might present an opportunity for another, 
legitimate, line to step forward, or rather, to put itself into a position where it could step 
forward at some stage. 

One other thing. As Angus Graham has noted in his paper, A grand day out, William Howard 
of Naworth looks remarkably like William Shakespeare, which means, of course, that he also 
looks remarkably like Thomas Salusbury, as already shown. Is it possible that it was not 
William Howard of Naworth who attended the ceremony, but someone else, someone 
connected to the Norris family? 
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Lonsdale, Henry; The Worthies of Cumberland; The Howards; 
Routledge; London; 1872. 

Lord William Howard of Naworth (1563-1640). 



'W. H'. Where have I seen those initials before? His daughter married the eldest son of Sir 
Robert Cotton, who had a large library in his London house, which became the famous 
Cottonian Library. 500 Playwrights use libraries, I think. 


500 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sir Robert Cotton, 1st Baronet, of Connington . 
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Who is the heir of that royal child today? 

'Now until the break of day. 

Through this house each fairy stray. 

To the best bride-bed will we, 

Which by us shall blessed be; 

And the issue there create 
Ever shall be fortunate.' 

Romeo and Juliet, Act V, Scene i. 

Norris of Speke > Robinson of Gwersyllt Uchaf 

William Norris of Speke (d. 1651) and his wife Margaret Norris, nee Salusbury, had issue six 
boys (Edward, Richard, Thomas, William, Christopher and James) and one girl, Margaret (see 
pedigree below). The girl, Margaret Norris, married John Salusbury of Bachecraig and they 
are my ancestors, as shown above. Of the six sons, four, the second, fourth, fifth and sixth 
(Richard, William, Christopher and James), either died young, did not marry or had no issue. 



Bachecraig, nr. Denbigh. The main house has been demolished and only the part of the right 
remains. 

The eldest son of William Norris of Speke (d. 1651) and Margaret Norris, nee Salusbury, 
Edward (d. 1644), married Frances, daughter of Sir Thomas Powel of Horsley and 
Birkenhead, and had an only son, Edward, who died in June 1643, before his father, Edward, 
who died before his father, William. Edward (d. 1644) also had three daughters; Catherine 


577 






and Frances, who died young, and Margaret (d. 1694), who married Col. John Robinson of 
Gwersyllt Uchaf (1616-1680) and had issue, as shown below. 



Gwersyllt Park, Wrexham (Google map ref: 53.084845, -3.017379). Now demolished. 

The Beauclerks and their descendants 

The third son of William Norris of Speke (d. 1651) and Margaret Norris, nee Salusbury, 
Thomas Norris of Speke (46 at the 1664 Visitation), married Katharine, daughter of Sir Henry 
Garway, Lord Mayor of London (1639-1640). Thomas inherited Speke Hall and estate as the 
next male heir of William (d. 1651). Thomas and Katherine had issue seven boys (Thomas, 
William, John, Henry, Edward, Jonathan and Richard) and four girls (Margaret, Ann, 

Katharine and Elizabeth). The eldest boy, Thomas (d. 1700), married Magdalen (d. 1709), 
daughter of Sir Willoughby Aston of Aston, and they had an only daughter, Mary, who was 
the heiress of Speke Hall and estate. Mary married Sydney Beauclerk (d. 1744), fifth son of 
Charles Beauclerk, 1 st Duke of St. Albans, an illegitimate son of King Charles II by Nell Gwyn, 
so Sydney was a descendant of Mary, Queen of Scots. Sydney and Mary had an only son, 
Topham Beauclerk (1739-1780), who married (as her second husband) Diana (1734-1808), 
daughter of Charles Spencer, 3 rd Duke of Marlborough. 501 Topham and Diana had an only 
son, Charles George Beauclerk (1774-1846), who has many descendants, his male heir being, 
as far as I can see, William Rafael Joseph Beauclerk (b. 14/8/1961), 7 th Marques de Valero de 


501 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Topham Beauclerk . For his descendants see 
https://www.genealogics.org/getperson.php?personlD=IOOQ11181&tree=LEO . 
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Urna. 502 Charles George Beauclerk sold Speke Hall and estate to the Watt family of Liverpool 
in 1795. After the death of the last member of that family. Miss Adelaide Watt, in 1921, 
Speke Hall passed to the National Trust in 1943, having been cared for by Miss Watt's butler, 
Thomas Whatmore, between 1921 and 1943. Ultimately then, Speke Hall was saved by the 
butler who, in my view, takes pride of place amongst all of the owners and inhabitants of 
Speke Hall in its long history. 

Robinson of Gwersyllt Uchaf > Robinson-Lytton of Knebworth > Warburton-Lytton of 
Knebworth 


On the death of her uncles without surviving male issue, Speke went to Mary Norris, above, 
who married Sydney Beauclerk, but we are dealing here with the descent of the crown, not 
land or a peerage title. The heir of Margaret Salusbury was therefore not Mary Norris, but 
Margaret Norris (d. 1694), above, who married Col. John Robinson of Gwersyllt Uchaf (1616- 
1680). The situation is comparable to that of Queen Victoria, whose father, the Duke of 
Kent, the next heir, died in 1820 before his elder brother, King William IV. Nonetheless, his 
daughter, Victoria, succeeded to the throne. If Victoria had had an elder brother who had 
also died before King William IV, then she would still have succeeded to the throne. In 
essence, this was the situation in the Norris family. You exhaust the children of the senior 
heir and their heirs before moving to the next sibling heir of that senior heir and his or her 
children and their heirs, and so on. 


Col. John Robinson of Gwersyllt Uchaf ('Upper') (1616-1680) 503 and Margaret Robinson (d. 
1694), nee Norris, above, had (1) an elder son, William Robinson (c.1668-1717), Sheriff of 
Denbighshire, who married Ann(e) Myddleton (1668-1693), daughter and heir of Timothy 
Myddleton of Plas Cadwgan and Pant locyn, (2) a son, John, who died without issue, (3) a 
daughter Margaret (b. 1686), who married Sir George Strode of Hereford (son of Sir Nicholas 
Strode by Judith, sister of Sir William Lytton of Knebworth), whose son inherited Knebworth 
but who died without issue (after which Knebworth passed to his cousin William Robinson 
(1688-1732), below, and (3) Jane (1673-1712), who married John Roydon of Plas Iscoed and 
had issue, Jane Roydon (b. 1698), who married in 1721, Robert Hughes of Wrexham. For 
their descendants see Roydon, Ernest Bland; Three Roydon Families; Clark; Edinburgh; 1924; 
p. 196. 


Willia m Robinson (c.1668-1717), above, and Ann(e) Robinson, nee Myddleton, had issue (1) 
an elder son, John Robinson (c.1687-1732), who married Elizabeth Jeffreys (1689-1750/1), 
daughter and heir of Sir Griffith Jeffreys of Acton, (2) a younger son, [William Robinson (1688- 


502 http://www.thepeerage.eom/p7795.htm#i77948, 
https://es.wikipedia.org/wiki/Marquesado de Valero de Urr%C3%ADa, 

https://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ralph Beauclerk 

503 For more on the Robinson family see the Dictionary of Welsh Biography under Robinson 
family, of Conway, Caernarfonshire, Monachdy; Anglesey, and Gwersyllt, Denbighshire 
( https://biography.wales/article/s-ROBI-NSO-1530) . See also https://www.stirnet.com/ . 
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1732), later Robinson-Lytton of Knebworth, Sheriff of Hertfordshire, who married Elizabeth 
Heysham, daughter and co-heir of Giles Heysham or Heyshon, and (3) a daughter, Frances. 


John Robinson (c.1687-1732), above, and Elizabeth Robinson (1689-1750-1), nee Jeffreys, 
had issue an only son, William Robinson of Monachdy and Gwersyllt Uchaf (d. 1739), who 
married Elizabeth Robinson-Lytton, daughter of William Robinson-Lytton of Knebworth, and 
five daughters (Dorothy, Ann, Frances, Elizabeth and Mary). Of these daughters, only Anne 
(d. 1754) had issue. She married Cawley Humberston Cawley of Gwersyllt and had issue, 
John Humberston Cawley of Gwersyllt. He married Mary Floyer, of a very ancient family 
dating from the time of the Norman Conquest, and had issue, William Humberston Cawley 
(Cawley-Floyer from 1793) (1766-1853), of Hints Hall, Staffordshire, who married Catherine 
Levett (b. 1764), and had issue, per Burke's Landed Gentry (BLG) 1871, with a daughter, 
Catherine, who died unmarried, three sons, John (d. 1877 apparently dsp, since he was 
childless in 1871 per BLG), Charles, Clerk in Holy Orders (apparently dsp since no mention of 
marriage or issue in BLG 1871), and Richard (1803-1845 clearly dvp). It is in this family, it 
seems to me, that we must look for the heirs of Margaret Salusbury, failing which we look 

for the heirs of Elizabeth Warburton-Lytton (1770-1843) (below). 



Hints Hall, Hints, Staffordshire. Now demolished. 
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John Robinson of Gwersyllt Uchaf and Mynachdy. Born in 161C.- 
Vice-Admiral of North Wales, and a Colonel in the Royal Army; 
appointed to be one of the Knights of the Royal O&k in 1660 ; 
M.P. for Beaumaris from 1601 to 1679. He went with Charles II 
to the Continent, and in his absence the Parliament confiscated 
his property, and gave it to a stranger, who built a new house 
there, and called it Plas NewyddL The property was restored 
to him by the king on his return. He died in 1680, and was 
buried in Gresford Church, where there is a monument erected 
to his memory. 
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William Robinson of Monachdy and Gwersyllt Uchaf (d. 1739), above, and Elizabeth 
Robinson, nee Robinson-Lytton, had two children, one who died young and the other who 
died without issue. 


William Robinson (1688-1732), above, later Robinson-Lytton of Knebworth, Sheriff of 
Hertfordshire, and Elizabeth Robinson, later Robinson-Lytton, nee Heysham or Heyshon, had 
issue (1) John Robinson-Lytton of Knebworth (1725-1762), who married Leonora Brereton 
(d. 1790), daughter and heir of Humphrey Brereton of Borras, but died without issue, (2) 
Elizabeth Robinson-Lytton, who married, firstly, William Robinson of Monachdy and 
Gwersyllt Uchaf (d. 1739) (above) and, secondly, Laurence Williams, (3) Barbara Robinson- 
Lytton of Knebworth (b. 1710), who married William Warburton of Yarrow, Queen's Co., (4) 
Lytton Robinson (dvp 1717), (5) William (dvp 1724), (6) Fanny (d 1730), (7) Anne Jane (died 
unmarried). 


William Warburton of Yarrow, Queen's Co., above, and Barbara Warburton (b. 1710), nee 
Robinson-Lytton of Knebworth, had issue Richard John Warburton (1745-1810), later 
Warburton-Lytton, of Knebworth. 504 


Warburton-Lytton of Knebworth > Bulwer and Bulwer-Lytton of Knebworth 

Richard John Warburton (1745-1810), above, later Warburton-Lytton, of Knebworth 
married Elizabeth Jodrell (d. 1818), daughter of Paul Jodrell MP, and had issue an only 
daughter, Elizabeth Warburton-Lytton (1770-1843) . 

Elizabeth Warburton-Lytton (1770-1843), above, married General William Earle Bulwer 
(1757-1807), and had issue (1) William Earle Lytton Bulwer (1799-1877), 505 who married 
and had issue, (2) (William) Henry Lytton Earle Bulwer, 1st Baron Da I ling and Bulwer GCB, PC 
(1801-1872), who married but died without issue, and (3) Edward George Earle Lytton 
Bulwer-Lytton, 1st Baron Lytton, PC (1803-1873), who married and had issue. He is the 
ancestor of the Earls of Lytton. 506 


504 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Richard Warburton Lytton . 

505 See http://www.thepeerage.eom/p23311.htm#c233110.l for details of his descendants. 

506 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Earl of Lytton . 
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Knebworth House, Knebworth, Hertfordshire. The house passed to the Earls of Lytton and, 
via the daughter of the 2 nd Earl, Lady Margaret Bulwer-Lytton (1905-2004), to the family of 
Cobbold, Lords Cobbold, who now live there. 

Leycester of Toft > Roxby of Toft > Leycester-Roxby of Toft (Toft Hall, Knutsford, Cheshire) 

The fifth son of Thomas Norris of Speke and Katherine Norris, nee Garway, Edward Norris (d. 
1726), married Anne Gerard (d. 1729), daughter of Peter Gerard of Crewood, Co. Chester. 
They had issue one boy, Thomas, who died young, and two daughters and co-heiresses, 
Susanna, whose only daughter was childless, and Katherine (d. 1799), who married Ralph 
Leycester of Toft (d. 1776). Their son, Ralph Leycester of Toft (1737-1822), married Charlotte 
Lushington. Their son, Ralph Leycester (b. 1764), married Susanna Leigh. Their son, Ralph 
Leycester (1817-1851), married Emily Elizabeth Jones. Their son, Rafe Oswald Leycester 
(1844-1929), married Edith de Burgh but died childless and left the estate to his nephew, 
Cyril Leycester Maude Roxby (1877-1942), son of Georgina Susanna Leycester (1842-1891) 
and Rev. Edmund Lally Roxby, and in 1949 it was inherited by Cyril's nephew, Edmund 
George Maude Leycester-Roxby (1913-2001), son of Osmund Ralph Maude Roxby, (1882- 
1912) and Catherine Oliver Goldsmith, who married Rosemary Harris. They had two 
daughters (1) Linda Leycester Maude Leycester-Roxby (b. 21/6/1943), who succeeded to 
Toft Hall, who married 5/1/1963 Lawrence David Brown, son of Lawrence Hudson Brown, 
Danesbury House, Prestbury Rd, Wilmslow, Cheshire, by who she has issue Alexander 
Lawrence Leycester Brown (b. 1964) and Vanessa Caroline Brown (b. 1966), and (2) Camilla 
Verianna Maude ('Veryan') Leycester-Roxby (b. 6/9/1945). 
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Toft Hall, Holmes Chapel Road, nr. Knutsford, Cheshire. 

The family trace their descent from Horntoft, Lord of Toft, known as 'Horne the Hunter', 
who lived in the early 1200s (Visitation of Cheshire 1580, p. 139). The estate came into the 
Leycester family via the marriage of Rafe de Lecester to a Toft heiress. Cicely Toft. Of course, 

Herne the Hunter appears in The Merry Wives of Windsor, though the name appears as 
'Horne' in early editions. 

Horntoft Lord of Toft al’s Horne the hunter. 

Arms.— Argent\ a chevron between time text Ts Sable. 

Visitation of Cheshire 1580, p. 139 (detail). 
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Other evidence - 'The Denbigh Poem' (The Danielle Poems) 


John Idris Jones, in his article "William Shakespeare and John Salusbury: what was their 
relationship?" 507 describes a poem which is in the Salusbury MSS (MS 184) held by Christ 
Church College, Oxford, which he calls The Denbigh Poem. The poem appears to have been 
written shortly after the Christmas festivities at Lleweni in 1593, by an unknown person who 
appears to have been a guest at Lleweni over that period. Elements of the poem are 
comparable to Shakespeare's works, including A Midsummer Night's Dream. Jones also cites 
the 2006 opinion of Professor David Crystal, an eminent linguist, based on an analysis of the 
language, that the poem could have been written by Shakespeare, though doubts remain of 
course. 508 He goes no further than that (simply because such textual analysis is rarely 
conclusive) but, importantly, he does not say that the poem could not have been written by 
Shakespeare. 

So, we have a poem which could have been written by Shakespeare. Of course, no-one has 
thought to compare the handwriting to that of Thomas Salusbury because he is believed to 
have been executed some seven years earlier. But, if there are examples of Thomas 
Salusbury's handwriting extant and if these match the 'Denbigh Poem', then Thomas 
Salusbury wrote poetry which is linguistically comparable (in its vocabulary) to Shakespeare 
and which contains phrases which compare to some later appearing in Shakespeare's works. 
For instance: 

Stanza nine of the first poem: 

'Hence mvst I goe but mvses stay you heare 
I mvst departe yet shew you my goodwill 
When I a me gon see that you doe not fea re 
To shew your masteres fruites of simple skill 
Ffor while he lives where e’re he doe or ride 
Sweete John Salusburys name shall in him bide.' 

Looking at A Midsummer Night's Dream, (Act V, Scene i) we have: 

7/ we offend, it is with our good will . 

That you should think, we come not to offend. 

But with good will. To shew our simple skill. 

That is the true beginning of our end.' 

Clearly, Professor Crystal would not have analysed a poem of such poor literary quality that 
it could not have been written by Shakespeare (’There was a young lady from Ryde, who ate 


507 Transactions of the Denbighshire Historical Society 59; 2011; 56-96. 

508 The Shakespearian status of the Danielle poems: some lexical notes; 
http://www.davidcrystal.com/?fileid=-4851 . 
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a green apple and died...'), so we must take it that he accepts that the poem is of a literary 
quality comparable to Shakespeare, which means that we have, in his view at least, a poem 
of comparable literary quality to Shakespeare's writings which also matches his vocabulary in 
certain significant respects. 

In an article in The New Welsh Review, "Bard of Lieweni? Shakespeare's Welsh 
Connection", 509 Tom Lloyd Roberts argues that the poem was composed at Lieweni by 
Shakespeare over Xmas 1593 and is in his own hand-writing. His reasons are: 

1. The undoubted fact that 'Shakespeare' knew Sir John Salusbury, as evidenced by The 
Phoenix and the Turtle. 

2. The fact that the London theatres were closed at the time on account of the plague. 
Shakespeare is highly likely to have spent that time away from London in the country. Given 
that Shakespeare knew Sir John Salusbury and that the Salusburys were a very literary family 
who welcomed playwrights and poets to Lieweni, is it not likely that Shakespeare would 
have been invited to Lieweni at such a time? 

3. The fact that Shakespeare appears to have had local knowledge of the landscape around 
nearby Flint Castle, as evidenced in Richard II (Act III, Scene iii), indicating that he visited the 
area. 

4. Similarities in style. Tom Lloyd Roberts argues that while the poem does not match 
Shakespeare at his best, the poem could be an informal, light-hearted and somewhat hasty 
composition for inclusion in a Commonplace Book (like a scrapbook). 

5. References in the poem which also occur in other works by Shakespeare, including a 
reference to Helen, Troy and Paris also found in 'Troilus and Cressida' (but many other 
playwrights/poets made such references). 

6. Similarities in handwriting, including a very distinctive capital 'S' apparently used by 
Shakespeare. 

Tom Lloyd Roberts notes that the poem contains what appears to be, or could be, a 
signature which was later scratched out. What possible reason could there be for erasing the 
name of the person who wrote the poem? There must have been something about that 
person which others thought was necessary to conceal. Why would anyone want to conceal 
the fact that 'Shakespeare' had visited Lieweni? No reason at all, if 'Shakespeare' was the 
man from Stratford-upon-Avon, which rather implies that if the poem was written by 
'Shakespeare' then 'Shakespeare's' identity had to be concealed for some pressing reason. 
The logical inference from this is that 'Shakespeare' was liable to some sanction or 
punishment by the state; that is, he was 'an enemy of the state'. Tom Lloyd Roberts 
proposed that Christchurch might like to analyse the signature (if such it is) using modern 
techniques. 


509 No. 23 (Vol. VI, No. 3); Winter 1993/4; pp. 11-18. 
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Roberts, Tom Lloyd; "Bard of Lleweni? 
Shakespeare's Welsh Connection"; The 
New Welsh Review; No. 23 (Vol. VI, No. 
3); Winter 1993/4; pp. 11-18. The image 
is a composite of Shakespeare, Sir John 
Salusbury, Lleweni and the Salusbury 
coat of arms. It is interesting that a 
member of the Salusbury family is 
shown as, in effect, Shakespeare's mind. 


Who is the shadowy figure behind the bard? 
That is the question. A prophetic picture. 
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The truth of love 



True love. Gwyneth Paltrow as 'Viola de Lesseps' in Shakespeare in Love. Katheryn of Berain, 
the mother of William Shakespeare? There is little connection between the two, but it is my 
favourite film, so who cares?. 

So, after all that, what is 'the truth of love'? Well, it is obvious isn't it? 'Greater love hath no 
man than this , that a man iay down his life for his friends.' (John 15:13) Thomas Salusbury, 
the devoted turtle dove, symbol of constancy in love, willingly faced death (the hideous 
dragon of the Elizabethan state, which tortured its opponents with unimaginable cruelty) to 
rescue a captive queen, his phoenix, but really in the cause of what she represented, the 
Roman Catholic Church; that is, the embodiment here on earth of the love of Christ for 
mankind. In other words, Thomas Salusbury was prepared to give his life for love of his 
fellow men; the most noble sacrifice of all, as the Bible says. To me this rather proves who is 
represented in the poem because there can be no higher embodiment of the truth of love. 
What more proof do you need? Could the most beautiful poem ever written have been 
about any lesser sacrifice? A poem so beautiful that Ralph Waldo Emerson regarded it as 
occupying a place in the 'inner chambers of poetry' that 'only poets enter', and so beyond the 
comprehension of ordinary mortals (Bednarz, James P.; Shakespeare and the Truth of Love: 
The Mystery of 'The Phoenix and Turtle'-, Palgrave Macmillan; 2012). 
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The Phoenix and the Turtle ( https://www.voutube.com/watch?v=QzdlM225BT8 ). 



The Phoenix and the Turtle ( https://www.voutube.com/watch?v=Q.zdlM225BT8 ). 
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A Roman inn sign from Pompeii. To the Romans, the phoenix was evidently a golden 
pheasant-like bird with a crest of some sort. 'Phoenix felix et tu' means 'The phoenix is 
happy, are you?'-, in other words 'Come in, have a drink and be happy!' 



A golden pheasant. 
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A phoenix fighting a dragon. A popular theme in Chinese art. 
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A phoenix fighting a dragon. A modern interpretation. 
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A phoenix fighting a dragon. Another interpretation. 
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Conclusion 


1. There are aspects of the life of William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon, including his 
illiteracy and lack of education (which extended to his children), which give rise to a 
reasonable doubt about whether he was the author of the plays. 510 The nature of the 
evidence (including a lack of positive evidence) is such that it is not unreasonable to 
conclude, on the balance of probabilities, that William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon did 
not write the plays attributed to him. Some people go further than this and say that, given 
the accumulation of negative evidence, which is considerable, and the lack of positive 
evidence, it is almost preposterous to believe that William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon 
could have written the plays. This is the position taken by a number of eminent people, 
including the noted historian, Hugh Trevor-Roper (Lord Dacre of Glanton), who, in a letter to 
Charlton Ogburn, Jr., dated 21 February 1981, wrote: 

'My view is that the available evidence that the plays and poems were the work of William 
Shakespeare of Stratford is weak and unconvincing ... not a shred of solid evidence connects 
the man with the works during his lifetime; the association of such works with such a man is, 
on the face of it, implausible; and the posthumous association of them, in the First Folio* and 
in the Stratford Tomb, is inconclusive since there are legitimate questions concerning the 
motivation and production of the Folio and the original form of the Tomb. There are many 
suspicions legitimately adhering to all the later statements associating the man with the 
works, including the statements of Ben Jonson. Altogether, I consider the evidence of 
association to be slender, weak and implausible. There is not a single testimony which could 
not easily be re-interpreted if solid evidence were to turn up that the works were written by 
another man... In these circumstances of legitimate doubt, I believe that the proper course is 
to return to square one and examine the problem ab initio, without any preconceptions... I 
am heretical in that I allow that there is a real problem of authorship... I would not be 
surprised if evidence were to be discovered which destroyed the orthodox case.' 

The reference to the First Folio presumably refers to the dedication by Leonard Digges 511 
which refers to Shakespeare's 'Stratford moniment', (the only vaguely contemporary place, 
as far as I am aware, where the plays are directly associated with the man from Stratford- 
upon-Avon) but, as Trevor-Roper points out, this association was made seven years after his 
death and, in addition, it is debated whether Digges even knew Shakespeare, so his 
statement may be based on hearsay. 

2. Given 1, it is reasonable to try to identify whether there is anyone else who could have 
written the plays and whether there is any evidence, direct or circumstantial, capable of 
proving, on the balance of probabilities, that such a person did write the plays, or, at least. 


510 https://doubtaboutwill.org/ . 

511 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Leonard Digges (writer) . 
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tending to prove such a thing. Stratfordians do not accept either that it is reasonable to 
doubt that William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon is the author of the plays or that it is 
reasonable to try to identify an alternative author. There can be no debate. 

3. There are a fair number of candidates who meet the general profile of the sort of person 
who most probably wrote the plays; that is, an educated courtier or, at least, an educated 
person of gentle birth (but not excluding anyone who went to university, whatever their 
social station). The Wikipedia page on people who have been put forward over the years as 
the true author of the plays lists 87 people. 512 Oxfordians argue that while many of these 
people could have written the plays, in the sense that they meet the broad profile, and that 
there might be some circumstantial evidence supporting their cases, the circumstantial 
evidence in the Earl of Oxford's favour (the alleged parallels between Oxford's life and 
Hamlet, for instance) is such that they consider that it proves the matter. 

4. Maybe so, but if Oxford was Shakespeare then he must have written 'The Phoenix and the 
Turtle'. Could Oxford have written such a poem if, as I claim, that poem supports Sir John 
Salusbury's candidature for the throne? I don't think so; he was far too closely connected to 
the 'Elizabethan establishment', and the Cecil family, to be trusted with such information, let 
alone to be a conspirator of any type in support of such a candidature. Oxford's first wife 
was Cecil's daughter, Anne, which made him the brother-in-law of Robert Cecil, Earl of 
Salisbury, 513 who conducted secret negotiations with King James VI of Scotland about the 
succession. In other words, the logic is as follows: Shakespeare wrote 'The Phoenix and the 
Turtle' (this has not been seriously questioned, as far as I am aware); that poem is about Sir 
John Salusbury's candidature for the throne as the 'risen phoenix' (by a process of 
elimination it is clear that Mary, Queen of Scots, is the dead phoenix, and it follows that the 
phoenix reborn is her (necessarily) Roman Catholic heir to the throne, which excludes her 
son. King James VI, who was raised a Protestant); the Earl of Oxford cannot have written 
such a poem; therefore the Earl of Oxford was not Shakespeare. There is a more basic 
problem with Oxford; namely, the question of why, if he was Shakespeare, he needed to 
conceal the fact that he was the author of the plays when the evidence shows that he was 
known to write both poetry and plays (of a rather second-rate standard). 514 Why would a 
man be happy to be known as the author of second-rate poems and plays but not want to be 
known as the author of the greatest poems and plays ever written, such as 'A Midsummer 
Night's Dream'? Hmmm. 

There is another problem with Oxford. The website of the De Vere Society says: ’The Sonnets 
were first published in 1609 in a pirated edition which Shakspere seems to have done nothing 
to prevent or suppress. The 154 Sonnets themselves are recognised as the most intimately 
biographical works in the canon and they depict an older, lame aristocrat who is in some sort 


512 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List of Shakespeare authorship candidates . 

513 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Robert Cecil, 1st Earl of Salisbury . 

514 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Edward de Vere, 17th Earl of Oxford#Literary reputation . 
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of disgrace.' 515 Was Oxford ever in disgrace? Serious disgrace? I mean an outcast? Not that I 
can see, apart from briefly in 1574 when he travelled to the Continent without permission, 
and in 1581 when his affair with Anne Vavasour was revealed. But even these incidents were 
short-lived and relatively minor in the general scheme of things. Further, in 1586 Elizabeth 
granted Oxford an annuity of £1,000 per year, which was still being paid at her death. 

Alexander Waugh, Chairman of the De Vere Society, argues that Richard Brome, in his play 
The Antipodes, 516 refers to Shakespeare as 'that English Earl that loved a play and player so 
well'. He regards this 'evidence' as pretty much conclusive. 517 The actual context is: 

'Letoy: I tell thee, 

These lads can act the emperors' lives all over. 

And Shakespeare's chronicled histories to boot. 

And were that Caesar, or that English Earl 
That loved a Play and Player so well, now living, 

I would not be outvied in my delights. 1 

This does not refer to Shakespeare as ’that English Earl that loved a play and player so well', 
it simply refers to an unspecified English earl who loved a play and player so well (and was 
therefore a good judge of the quality of acting), who would be delighted by the quality of the 
acting of Shakespeare's history plays by 'these lads'. Why the reference to 'that English Earl' 
loving a play and a player so well? It is because loving a play means that you watch lots of 
plays, which means that you become a good judge of the quality of acting. But Shakespeare 
was obviously a good judge of the quality of the acting of his plays in any event, so there is 
no need to explain why he would be a good judge of the acting of his own plays. So, the 
reference to 'that English Earl who loved a play and player' means that it is not Shakespeare 
who is being referred to as 'that English Earl'. Of course, it is possible to argue that a 
reference to Shakespeare is intended (it is possible to argue anything), but if this is the case 
and this is a clear and unambiguous reference to Shakespeare as an English earl, which is 
what Waugh argues, how did Brome become aware of that fact and, if he was willing to 
make a clear and unambiguous statement to that effect, why did no-one else do so? If 
Brome could make a clear and unambiguous statement to the effect that the Earl of Oxford 
was Shakespeare, what was preventing other people from doing the same? Surely, it would 
have been common knowledge? But it wasn't. 

So, we have excluded both William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon and the Earl of Oxford 
as the author of the plays and we are left looking for a man who had a real reason for 


515 https://deveresociety.co.uk/public/index.php/shakespeare/oxford-vs-stratford/ . 

516 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The Antipodes . 

517 See Who Wrote Shakespeare? - Sir Jonathan Bate & Alexander Waugh, a debate between 
Sir Jonathan Bate and Alexander Waugh on 21st September 2017 at Emmanuel Centre, 
London, at 9 min 55 secs. 
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concealing his identity; that reason probably being that to have revealed his identity would 
have cost him his life, not just a certain amount of social embarrassment. 

5. David Hugh Bottrill argued that the ciphers he discovered prove that Thomas Salusbury 
was the author of the plays. I know almost nothing about historical codes and ciphers, but 
there is a very obvious problem, or possible problem, with the ciphers Bottrill claims to have 
identified; namely, that, for any given encoded message, there is more than one possible 
solution, and, given that this is the case, why should we prefer one solution to another? A 
detractor would argue 'Well, you have come up with a supposed de-coded message. The way 
the supposed cipher works, I could, given time, come up with any number of alternative 
messages.' We cannot deny that it might be possible to derive some other plausible 
message. 

6. For this reason, I think we have to try to take the argument forward without relying on the 
encoded messages. We can use them only to the extent that we will accept that they could 
say what Bottrill claims they say; that is, that they might point to Thomas Salusbury as the 
author of the plays. Having identified Thomas Salusbury as a possible candidate, we have to 
use other evidence to assess whether he actually was. 

7. As stated above, we immediately hit a major hurdle; namely, that the historical record 
shows that Thomas Salusbury was executed in 1586, which was before any of the works of 
Shakespeare were written, according to the standard chronology. David Hugh Bottrill asserts 
that he escaped and fled to Spain, returning to England in the 1590s. I have explained above 
why I believe that this is correct, namely: 

1. The fact that Thomas Salusbury escaped from his initial arrest in London, which 
created an opportunity to organize a substitute to take his place. 

2. The fact that he was not executed with the co-conspirators with whom he had been 
tried but on the following day, which meant that he was executed by hanging rather 
than by being hung, drawn and quartered. 

3. The fact that the family estate of Lleweni was not seized by the Crown, as was normal 
in cases of treason, but passed to his younger brother, John (later Sir John) Salusbury, 
and that John Salusbury married Ursula Stanley, the illegitimate daughter of Henry 
Stanley, 4 th Earl of Derby, only three months later, which points very strongly to some 
form of 'horse-trading'. 

4. The fact that a portrait/depiction on a contemporary ballad sheet of the man 
executed as Thomas Salusbury is a middle-aged man who looks nothing like the one 
known portrait of Thomas Salusbury. 

8. So, there is a tantalizing possibility (I would go further) that Thomas Salusbury did indeed 
survive after 1586. If he did, then it would have been natural for him to have escaped 
abroad, and Spain was the obvious place to go. It is likely that he expected to return 
triumphantly with the Spanish Armada two years later, but we know how that turned out. 
Once we have got over that hurdle (that is, accepted that Thomas Salusbury could have 
survived after 1586), that opens up the possibility that he might have been the author of the 
plays, in the sense that we can at least accept that he might have been alive at the time. 
Interestingly, the death of Christopher Marlowe appears to have been faked as well. One 
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supposes that the need to disappear was not uncommon in such a repressive period, and 
what better way to evade the law than to 'die'. 

9. All of this is circumstantial evidence of course, but then the authorship debate only arose 
in the first place because practically all the evidence on either side (for or against William 
Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon as the author of the plays) is circumstantial. Given the 
absence of direct evidence in favour of any candidate, the issue becomes one of who has the 
best circumstantial evidence - and it may be that the circumstantial evidence is insufficient 
to prove the matter in favour of any candidate. It follows that the case for any candidate 
cannot be dismissed simply on the basis that the only evidence in his favour is 
circumstantial. If we adopt this position, then William Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon goes 
out of the window. As J. Thomas Looney wrote in his Shakespeare Identified (he identified 
the Earl of Oxford): 'The predominant element of what we call circumstantial evidence is that 
of coincidence. A few coincidences we may treat as simply interesting; a number of 
coincidences we regard as remarkable; a vast accumulation of extraordinary coincidences we 
accept as conclusive proof.' 

10. Where are we so far? Well, the case so far is (1) that William Shaksper of Stratford-upon- 
Avon did not write the plays, (2) that the Earl of Oxford did not write the plays (he is a 
plausible candidate but he did not write The Phoenix and the Turtle), and (3) that Thomas 
Salusbury may well have survived after 1586 and gone into hiding. 

11. This brings us to the poem. The Phoenix and the Turtle. None of the candidates for the 
dead phoenix put forward to date fit the bill for the reasons already stated (they were either 
alive at the time, were alive and had children or had no connection with Sir John Salusbury). 
On the other hand, Mary, Queen of Scots, does fit the bill - very neatly - and we know that 
her personal motto was 'En ma fin gft mon commencement' ('In my end is my beginning'), so 
she expressly identified herself as a phoenix. Once we have identified Mary, Queen of Scots, 
as the phoenix, the case for Thomas Salusbury as the 'turtle' (turtle dove) becomes 
overwhelming, not least because both he and Mary, Queen of Scots, shared the Tudor blood 
royal (they were, of course, close cousins as descendants of Henry VII). According to the 
theory, Thomas Salusbury was not dead of course, but he was generally believed to be. Who 
then is the risen phoenix? It is the successor of the dead phoenix, Mary, Queen of Scots. Her 
successor must be the Roman Catholic heir to the throne, which means someone who is 
both of the Tudor blood royal and a Roman Catholic. Who fits the bill? Sir John Salusbury. He 
arguably had a better right to the throne than anyone else, for the reasons already stated 
(being the legal heir of Henry Vll's eldest son. Sir Roland de Velville, under Welsh law). In 
addition, although nominally a Protestant, there is evidence that he was actually a Roman 
Catholic. It is therefore abundantly clear that Sir John Salusbury is the risen phoenix. Once 
the three characters have been identified (dead phoenix, turtle and phoenix reborn), the 
inclusion of the legend of King Arthur is explained. In short, the whole thing 'fits'. 

12. And so we come to the final question. Final because we know that Shakespeare wrote 
the poem, which means that if we find the man who wrote the poem, we have found the 
man who wrote the plays. The question is 'Who wrote the poem?' 

13. If the identity of the persons represented by the dead phoenix (Mary, Queen of Scots), 
the turtle (Thomas Salusbury) and the risen phoenix (Sir John Salusbury) and the subject 
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matter of the poem (Sir John Salusbury's claim to the throne) had been made public, the 
consequences for everyone involved would have been fatal; they would have been 
mercilessly tortured and then executed. Under the Statute of Silence, it was a felony 
punishable by death to even discuss the succession to the throne, let alone propose a 
particular person as rightful heir to the throne. Even Robert Cecil, the most powerful man in 
the kingdom, had to negotiate with King James VI of Scotland in secret, and James was 
regarded as the legitimate heir. It follows that the Salusbury family were prepared to trust 
the author of the poem with their lives. This person can only have been either a very close 
friend, supporter or servant of the family or an actual member of the family. He also had to 
know about the family's royal background (the source of their claim to the throne), their 
hidden adherence to Roman Catholicism (again, potentially fatal if revealed), and Thomas 
Salusbury's relationship with Mary, Queen of Scots (it was not enough to know just that 
Thomas Salusbury was one of the Babington Plot conspirators). In my view, all the factors 
point overwhelmingly to one person; Thomas Salusbury himself. 

14. And then there is the Portrait of an Unknown Woman. The point about the painting and 
the poem, taken together, is that while no single conclusion about the elements of either of 
them can be stated with 100% certainty (for instance, we cannot be 100% certain that Mary, 
Queen of Scots, is the phoenix and we cannot be 100% certain that the woman in the 
painting is pregnant), taken together the poem and the painting reveal a picture which is 
remarkably coherent (in the sense that it fits together and makes sense of the evidence and 
the historical circumstances). What is that picture? That there was an intimate relationship 
between Mary, Queen of Scots, and Thomas Salusbury, which must logically have been a 
marriage, as evidenced by the wedding ring the 'unknown woman' is wearing, and that this 
relationship resulted in the birth of a child. But why does this prove, or even indicate, that 
Thomas Salusbury was 'the real William Shakespeare'? Because the person who wrote the 
poem and the sonnet of the painting must have known the full and intimate details of the 
relationship, including the pregnancy. How on earth can Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon 
possibly have acquired such knowledge? Who would he have obtained it from? And why 
would it have been passed to him at all (given that passing that knowledge to anyone was 
incredibly dangerous and could well have been fatal)? So that he could write a poem? Do 
you risk your life for a poem - or a sonnet? Not in real life. It is therefore basically 
inconceivable that Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon could have ever been in possession of 
knowledge which would have allowed him either to compose The Phoenix and the Turtle or 
the sonnet of the painting. Again, if it was not Shaksper of Stratford-upon-Avon who 
composed the poem and the sonnet, then who did? Who is the most likely person? It has to 
be Thomas Salusbury himself. He is not the only candidate, but he is overwhelmingly the 
most likely candidate. One stunning piece of evidence which ties the poem to the painting is 
the fact that the dress of the 'unknown woman' is embroidered with phoenixes and turtle 
doves, positively identified as such for reasons which I have given. 

15. Of course, there is an apparent discrepancy between The Phoenix and the Turtle and the 
Portrait of an Unknown Woman in that the former (the poem) says that the phoenix and the 
turtle were married but had no children ('Leaving no posterity: 'Twas not their infirmity. It 
was married chastity.'), whereas in the latter (the painting) the woman appears to be 
pregnant and the sonnet appears to hint at future progeny ('If this be all the fruite my love 
tree beares' implies that there may be further fruite' of her 'love tree'). Could there be a 
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plausible explanation for this discrepancy? Yes, including a possible need to conceal (and 
deny publicly) the existence of any progeny at that particular time. My view is that a decision 
was made to pass over the senior heir, the daughter of Thomas Salusbury and Mary, Queen 
of Scots, in favour of her uncle. Sir John Salusbury, because he stood a much better chance 
of being accepted by the country at large. Margaret Salusbury, the daughter in question, was 
a minor, female, a Roman Catholic and the claimed daughter of a man who had been 
executed, as far as people knew, some 15 years earlier. Even though this was similar to 
Queen Elizabeth's situation when she succeeded to the throne, it was still a huge risk to take 
to ask people to accept such a person. Sir John Salusbury was a much better bet; he was 
well-known, a favourite of the Queen and, publicly at least, a Protestant. And his royal 
descent was every bit as good as that of Queen Elizabeth herself. 

In any event, as I have already pointed out, the whole point about the legend of the phoenix 
is that it is reborn from its own ashes; the phoenix always has progeny, so the poem itself is 
contradictory in that it says that a bird which always has progeny has died leaving no 
progeny. But the funeral procession in the poem is summoned by the reborn phoenix (the 
bird in the sole Arabian tree), so it is clear from the poem itself that the phoenix did leave 
progeny. In this sense, the poem and the painting agree in spite of the express statement in 
the poem about leaving no posterity. Since the poem is contradictory within itself, one of 
the contradictory positions (that the phoenix did have issue - the phoenix reborn) must 
agree with the painting on the issue of progeny and the other contradictory position (that 
the phoenix did not have issue) must disagree with the painting. 

16. Further evidence supports the conclusion that Thomas Salusbury was the author of the 
works of 'William Shakespeare 1 , including the literary talent of the Salusbury family (William 
Salesbury or Salusbury, the translator of the Bible into Welsh, 518 is considered to be the 
outstanding example of the Welsh Renaissance scholar, and Sir John Salusbury, his son. Sir 
Henry Salusbury, and his son. Sir Thomas Salusbury, were poets), and the remarkable 
connection referred to above between Sir Henry Salusbury and John Heminges 519 and Henry 
Condell, 520 the publishers of the famous First Folio in 1623; he was a friend of the closest 
friends of Shaksper. And, of course, the Salusbury family were cousins, through the Griffith 
family (another branch of the Tudors), of the Herbert family, Earls of Pembroke and Earls of 
Montgomery, the dedicatees of the First Folio in 1623, who were, of course, Welsh. I am not 
saying that this proves anything at all, but there are endless connections like this which 
might be more significant than we think. For instance, another member of the Herbert 
family, Edward Herbert, 1st Baron Herbert of Cherbury, 'resided' at Plas-y-Ward, the home 
of Katheryn of Berain's fourth husband, Simon Thelwall, in about 1592 to learn Welsh. 521 


518 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/William Salesbury . 

519 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/John Heminges . 

520 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Henry Condell . 

521 Ballinger, John; "Katheryn of Berain", Y Cymmrodor, The Honourable Society of 
Cymmrodorian; London; 1929; Vol. XL; p. 37. 
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There was obviously a fairly close connection between the Herberts and the Salusbury milieu 
in North Wales in addition to their blood relationship and their common Welshness. 

17. As William Boyle says in A Poet's Rage: Understanding Shakespeare through authorship 
studies : 'Against this background of an indeterminate succession, not only in King John but 
throughout the Shakespeare canon, we are confronted by "Shakespeare's persistent concern 
with questions of royal concern and usurpation" (Graff 145) and crises of legitimacy that 
surround irregular conception, birth, identity and the misplaced crowns that are central to 
the agon [sic - agon is Ancient Greek for a struggle or contest] of Shakespearean drama .' 522 
Anyone other than a Stratfordian would acknowledge that Shakespeare had an obsession 
with usurpation of royalty, the restoration of usurped royalty and concealed identity 
generally. Why is this? The very clear implication is that he had some personal reason for 
such an obsession. What do we mean by 'personal reason'? Well, we mean that there was 
something about Shakespeare as a person, something within him, some personal attribute, 
which gave rise to the obsession. What was that 'thing'? Well, the most obvious answer is 
that Shakespeare himself was of or connected to a usurped royal line; in short, that he was a 
hidden prince, if not the actual or a potential heir to the throne. This begs the question 'Of 
which dynasty?' Well, overwhelmingly the most likely dynasty is the Tudor dynasty. So, we 
are heading towards a very strong inference that Shakespeare was a hidden/usurped prince 
of the Tudor dynasty. This is so obvious that some Oxfordians are desperate to prove that 
the Earl of Oxford was a 'hidden Tudor prince'; the 'Prince Tudor Theory'. It explains so much 
about the plays; Hamlet, The Winter's Tale and so on. But in Thomas Salusbury we have an 
actual Tudor prince, being descended from a man (Sir Roland de Velville) who was 
acknowledged to be royal at the time, and is still so to this day (in the Dictionary of Welsh 
Biography for instance). Acknowledging that Shakespeare was very probably a hidden Tudor 
prince does tend to narrow the field somewhat, and it absolutely excludes the man from 
Stratford, which is why Stratfordians refuse to even consider the idea. 

18. 'Usurp', in this context, means to take to oneself royal rights which belong to another. 
Even if either Bacon or Oxford were Queen Elizabeth's illegitimate children, what rights of 
theirs did she usurp? Refusing to recognize them as her children does not amount to 
usurpation as defined because she has not taken to herself anything of theirs. It is true that 
they have not been given something (recognition), but they have not been deprived of 
anything; nothing has been taken from them which they already had or which would have 
come to them in the ordinary course of events. But the theme of usurpation in 
Shakespeare's plays, in Hamlet for instance, primarily concerns depriving someone of 
something which he would otherwise have had, so I can see no clear parallel between 
Oxford's situation and Hamlet, which is what Oxfordians rely on heavily. The 'usurpation' of 
their rights, which was nothing more than non-recognition, does not amount to much in the 
general scheme of things. For Oxford to write numerous plays about the usurpation of his 
'rights' amounts to little more than moaning about a personal wrong (as he sees it). In 
Thomas Salusbury's case, on the other hand, we are dealing with, as far as he was 


522 Boyle, William; A Poet's Rage: Understanding Shakespeare through authorship studies; 
Forever Press; Kindle Edition. 
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concerned, a titanic battle between good (Roman Catholicism) and evil (Protestantism) for 
the soul of a nation and to save its people from eternal damnation, and with the 
imprisonment and murder of the rightful Roman Catholic queen of that country, Mary, 
Queen of Scots, by a usurping bastard. Queen Elizabeth. The scale of the issues simply 
doesn't compare; one is justifiably the subject of great passions and great literature, the 
other is more suited to graffiti on the walls of public lavatories ('Down with the Queen wot 
nicked my rights!'). There is a clear parallel between Thomas Salusbury's situation and 
Hamlet, because Queen Elizabeth can be regarded as having usurped his rights as the (or a) 
Roman Catholic heir to the throne, and even, under Welsh law, as the legitimate heir to the 
throne. This is even more the case if he married Mary, Queen of Scots, and had a child by 
her, as I maintain. In short, the usurpation of royal rights theme in Shakespeare's plays 
seems to me to match Thomas Salusbury's situation far better, in general terms, than it 
matches the situations of either Bacon or Oxford, even if they were royal bastards, which is 
unproven and hotly contested in any event. 

19. In short, the evidence accumulates to the point where, in my view, it is reasonable to 
believe that there is, at the very least, a strong probability that a member of the Salusbury 
family was the author of the plays (both Thomas Salusbury and Sir John Salusbury have been 
proposed), and that the most likely candidate is Thomas Salusbury; the man who risked his 
life to rescue a captive queen, the most romantic queen in British history - Mary, Queen of 
Scots. One could almost write a play about him. 

20. John Henry Wigmore, in his Principles of judicial proof wrote: 7 speak within bounds 
when I say that a genuine double coincidence, proved beyond doubt, is not twice, but two 
hundred times, as strong, as one such coincidence, and that a genuine treble coincidence is 
many thousand times as strong as one such coincidence. But, when we get to afive-fold 
coincidence real and proved, it is a million to one against all these honest circumstances 
having combined to deceive tvs...'. 523 Clearly, coincidences have to relate to something 
unusual or distinctive, such as a three-fingered man with a wooden leg who smokes a rare 
brand of Turkish cigarette (a la Sherlock Holmes). It is not enough to say 'Person A was 
English, a man and lived in the same period as Shakespeare and therefore he was clearly 
Shakespeare.' Similarly, it is not enough to say of a Shakespeare candidate that he must be 
Shakespeare because he was a courtier who spoke several languages and travelled to Italy 
and did x and y and z; this is because while courtiers were a small minority of the population, 
many of them spoke several languages and travelled to Italy and did x and y and z (or at least 
x and y). We need more than that. In the case of the Salusbury family, we are beyond mere 
coincidence; we are dealing with evidence of direct relationships, between Sir John 
Salusbury and Shakespeare, between Sir Henry Salusbury and Shaksper's closest friends 
(Heminges and Condell), between Thomas Salusbury and Mary, Queen of Scots (as cousins), 
between Katheryn of Berain and Queen Elizabeth (as cousins), between the Salusbury family 
and the Tudors, between the Salusbury family and King Arthur, and so on and so on. 

21. Is it not also true that the immense difficulty scholars have experienced in trying to 
uncover the real Shakespeare is a measure of the immensity of the secret which was 


523 Little, Brown & Co.; Boston; 1913; p. 74. 
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covered up? What monstrous secret could possibly justify the enormous effort that went 
into covering it up, not just for a few years but for all time? I suggest that it was a royal 
dynastic secret so earth-shattering that it would undermine not just the Stuart dynasty but 
all succeeding dynasties as well. What I have described in this book is such a secret. No other 
secret comes close. Katherine Chiljan, in her Shakespeare Suppressed (Faire Editions; 2 nd Ed.; 
2016) says: 'Why didn't the great author , whoever he was, claim or get credit for his own 
works? The guick response: the great author did not claim authorship during his lifetime 
because he was a nobleman. Generally speaking, those of high rank who wrote poetry or 
drama did not seek publication or compensation for what they wrote. After their death, 
however, the stigma of print would disappear, and their friends or descendants could openly 
publish their work with their names. But for some reason - some very important and unusual 
reason - this courtesy was not extended to the great author.' 

22. Exactly. So the 'real Shakespeare' was (1) Welsh, (2) the rightful King of England and (3) 
my ancestor, Thomas Salusbury. Please make royalty cheques (pun intended) payable to me. 
Ta very much. 


604 




The Phoenix and the Turtle (extract). 

'Hearts remote, yet not asunder; 
Distance, and no space was seen 
'Twixt the turtle and his queen; 

But in them it were a wonder. 

So between them love did shine. 

That the turtle saw his right 
Flaming in the phoenix' sight: 

Either was the other's mine.' 
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Requiem for a queen 



Mary, Queen of Scots. Gifted, beautiful, devout and as brave as a lion. Triply a queen - 
Dowager Queen of France, de jure (lawful) Queen of Scotland and de jure (lawful) Queen of 
England. The most beautiful and tragic queen in British history. 

At a Requiem Mass held in the Cathedral of Notre Dame, Paris, on 12th March 1587, Renaud 
de Baume, Archbishop of Bourges, said in his sermon: 'Many of us saw in the place where we 
are now assembled to deplore her, this Queen on the day of her bridal, arrayed in her regal 
trappings, so covered in jewels that the sun himself shone not more brightly, so beautiful, so 
charming as never woman was. These walls were then hung with cloth of gold and precious 
tapestry: every space was filled with thrones and seats, crowded with princes and princesses 
who came from all parts to share in the rejoicing. The palace was overflowing with 
magnificence, splendid fetes and masques; the streets with jousts and tourneys. In short it 
seemed as if our age had succeeded in surpassing the pomp of all past centuries combined. A 
little time has flowed on and it has all vanished like a cloud. Who would have believed that 
such a change could have befallen her who appeared then so triumphant, and that we should 
have seen her a prisoner who had restored prisoners to liberty; in poverty who was 
accustomed to give so liberally; treated with contumely by those on whom she had conferred 
honours; the axe of a base executioner mangling the form of one who was doubly a Queen; 
that form which honoured the nuptial bed of a sovereign of France, falling dishonoured on a 
scaffold, and beauty which had been one of the wonders of the world, faded in a dreary 
prison and at last effaced by a piteous death. This place, where she was surrounded in 
splendour, is now hung with black for her. Instead of nuptial torches we have funereal tapers; 
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in the place of songs of joy, we have sighs and groans; for clarions and hautboys, the tolling 
of the sad and dismal bell. Oh God, what a change!' 

'Wherever I may be 
In the woods or in the fields 
Whatever the hours of day 
Be it dawn or the eventide 
My heart still feels it yet 
The eternal regret... 

As / sink into my sleep 
The absent one is near 
Alone upon my couch 
I feel his beloved touch 
In work or in repose 
We are forever close...' 

By Mary Queen of Scots (Translated by Antonia Fraser). 

Song of Solomon 2 

7 am the rose of Sharon, and the lily of the valleys. 

As the lily among thorns, so is my love among the daughters. 

As the apple tree among the trees of the wood, so is my beloved among the sons. I sat down 
under his shadow with great delight, and his fruit was sweet to my taste. 

He brought me to the banqueting house, and his banner over me was love. 

Stay me with flagons, comfort me with apples: for I am sick of love. 

His left hand is under my head, and his right hand doth embrace me. 

I charge you, 0 ye daughters of Jerusalem, by the roes, and by the hinds of the field, that ye 
stir not up, nor awake my love, till he please. 

The voice of my beloved! behold, he cometh leaping upon the mountains, skipping upon the 
hills. 

My beloved is like a roe or a young hart: behold, he standeth behind our wall, he looketh 
forth at the windows, shewing himself through the lattice. 

My beloved spake, and said unto me. Rise up, my love, my fair one, and come away. 

For, lo, the winter is past, the rain is over and gone; 

The flowers appear on the earth; the time of the singing of birds is come, and the voice of the 
turtle is heard in our land; 

The fig tree putteth forth her green f igs, and the vines with the tender grape give a good 
smell. Arise, my love, my fair one, and come away. 

O my dove, that art in the clefts of the rock, in the secret places of the stairs, let me see thy 
countenance, let me hear thy voice; for sweet is thy voice, and thy countenance is comely. 
Take us the foxes, the little foxes, that spoil the vines: for our vines have tender grapes. 

My beloved is mine, and I am his: he feedeth among the lilies. 

Until the day break, and the shadows flee away, turn, my beloved, and be thou like a roe or a 
young hart upon the mountains of Bether.' 

Note the inclusion of both a dove and a stag. 
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Song of Songs I, Marc Chagal (1960). Note the dove and the stag. 
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Appendix 1 - Was Shakespeare German? (Probably) 


According to the respected Pedigrees of Anglesey and Carnarvonshire Families, 524 the 
Salusbury family are descended from an Adam de Salzburgh, captain of the garrison at 
Denbigh, who was a grandson of Eberhard, Duke of Bavaria, 525 son of Arnulf, Duke of Bavaria 
(d. 937), whose mother, Cunigunde of Swabia, was a grand-daughter of Louis the German, 
grandson of Charlemagne. The Dictionary of National Biography says: 'The [Salusbury] family 
has, since the sixteenth century, claimed descent from Adam de Salzburg - a younger son of a 
duke of Bavaria - who is said to have come to England and been appointed captain of the 
garrison at Denbigh by Henry II.' 526 This ties in with Lewis Dwynn's Heraldic visitations of 
Wales and part of the Marches (Vol. II; p. 114). An 18th century visitor to Salzburg reported 
that the coat of arms of the Salusbury family was still to be found engraved in stone over 
one of the old gates in the city of Salzburg (see below). The same visitor reported that the 
story of a younger son's move to England was still recounted in Salzburg at the time. The 
Dictionary of Welsh Biography, under 'Salusbury', 527 makes no attempt to assess the claim, 
simply passing over the issue with the words: 'Leaving aside both a legendary descent from 
the 11th cent, ducal house of Bavaria (with an assumed derivation of Salusbury from 
Salzburg)...'. Well, 'legendary' means 'unproved' I suppose, but something that is unproved is 
not necessarily untrue. Given that there is no known English origin for the family, a foreign 
origin does not seem unlikely, and many younger sons of continental families sought 
opportunities for advancement in the service of the Norman and Plantagenet kings, and 
many did so in the 'frontier lands' between England and Wales. Inevitably, many of these 
men came from families of the knightly or noble class, and this is precisely why they sought 
advancement through military service (since that was the only knightly profession). So, a 
younger son of a knightly or noble continental family seeking advancement (and land) by 
military service in the Welsh marches is not an unrealistic scenario by any means; it can even 
be described as quite a likely scenario. A claim that the family came from Salzburg might well 
be accepted (Why shouldn't the family have come from Salzburg?), but a claim to be 


524 Griffith, John Edwards; 1914; p. 222. 

525 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List of rulers of Bavaria . 

526 The implication that the claim only started in the 16th century is misleading. I suspect this 
relates to the first heraldic visitation in the area in 1586. Since the family were not officially 
asked about their pedigree before that time, they could not officially assert any claim before 
that time. In any event, by 1586 the Salusbury family was well-established in North Wales 
and had already been intermarrying with the most prominent Welsh families in the area for 
generations. They had no need to invent a fictitious foreign origin, which was likely to be just 
laughed at if false. I also doubt whether the Welsh were impressed by a continental 
ancestry, however grand. 

527 http://vba.llgc.org.uk/en/s-SALU-LLE-1250.html . 
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descended from a ducal family (even a deposed one) is inevitably treated with scepticism. 
There is a Salesbury Hall in Lancashire and a Samlesbury Hall in the same county (both near 
Blackburn) but I know of no connection with either of those places, the history of which is 
known. The descent from Adam de Salzburgh to Thomas Salusbury is given as follows: 

Adam de Salzburgh = Not known 

Adam de Salzburgh = Joyce de Pomfret/Damfret (sometimes Pontefract) 

Alexander de Salusbury = Not known 

Thomas Salusbury = Joyce (or Sislie/Cecily) Mandeville 

Sir John Salusbury (d. 1229) = Katherine St. Maur 

Sir Henry Salusbury of Lleweni = Nest Ferch Cynwrig Fychan Ap Cynwrig Sais 

William Salusbury of Lleweni = Margaret Ferch Daffyd Ap Cynwrig Ap Philip Phiedan 

Ralph Salusbury of Lleweni = Margaret Ferch leuan Ap Cadwgan Ap Llywarch 

Henry Salusbury of Lleweni = Agnes Courtois 

Thomas Salusbury 'Hen' of Lleweni (d. 1471) = Elizabeth Donne 

Sir Thomas Salusbury of Lleweni (d. 1505) = Janet Griffith 

Sir Roger Salusbury of Lleweni (d. 1530) = Elizabeth Puleston 

Sir John Salusbury of Lleweni (d. 1578) = Jane Myddelton 

John Salusbury of Lleweni (d. 1565) = Catherine of Berain 

Thomas Salusbury of Lleweni 

If this descent is correct, then Thomas Salusbury was a direct male-line descendant of the 
Luitpolding Dukes of Bavaria, 528 but even if the family is not descended from that ducal 
house, it could still be of Bavarian origin. Remember, the question I posed was 'Was 
Shakespeare German?', not 'Was Shakespeare descended from the Dukes of Bavaria?' We 
have evidence that the family was German, even if that evidence comes from the family 
itself (Where else would it come from?), and no evidence that it was not. The question will 
not be answered definitively without new evidence, but a Bavarian origin must be accepted 
as possible and even quite likely; it cannot simply be dismissed. 


528 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Luitpoldings . 
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First left - The arms of Salzburg, which are derived from the arms of the Dukes of 
Carinthia. 529 The first Duke of Carinthia was Henry III (1st of Carinthia), Duke of Bavaria, 
nephew of the Luitpolding Arnulf, Duke of Bavaria (see above). One way to difference these 
arms might be to use the lion rampant but in the colours of the impaling arms of red and 
white. Second left - A lion rampant regardant (looking at you) above a gate at the Salzburg 
fortress (Entrance to the 'Inneres Schloss' or 'Inner Castle', Hohensalzburg Castle, 530 Google 
map ref: 47.795168, 13.046941). There is also a lion rampant in chief (above the large lion in 
the middle) impaling another shield consisting of a bend (horizontal bar) on a plain 
background, evidently the arms of Salzburg as shown in the first left picture. Above is what 
looks like a cardinal's hat. These arms are also on the facade of Salzburg Cathedral, so might 
be ecclesiastical. (Later note: In fact, the arms are those of Paris von Lodron, Prince- 
Archbishop from 1619 to 1653). Third left - A lion rampant (not regardant) in the Salusbury 
arms as depicted in St. Marcella's Church, Denbigh. The story about a lion rampant engraved 
in stone above an old gate in Salzburg is therefore true, but whether the two coats of arms 
are related in any way is another matter entirely; the lion rampant was a common device 
and the arms on the left look as though they are from a later period (but they could still 
relate to an earlier bearer of the arms). Right - Arms of the Guelph/Welf Dukes of Bavaria 
(c.1200, Steingaden Abbey, Bavaria), who ruled Bavaria from 1070 to 1180. A Guelph/Welf, 
as opposed to Luitpolding, origin of the Salusbury family seems to fit the Henry II of England 
timescale better - and the arms match as well (the crescents would have been added for 
difference, as might a colour change). 

In summary, the family said that they came from Salzburg. This is a plausible, even likely, 
explanation for the reasons given above. We have no evidence to contradict the claim. If we 
wish to reject the claim, we are duty bound, as scholars, to at least say why we regard it as 
implausible. In the absence of such reasoning, denying the claim amounts to being 
obstructive for no good reason. There is a difference between saying that a claim is 
unproved and saying that it is untrue. 


529 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Duchy of Carinthia . 

530 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hohensalzburg Castle . 
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Hohensalzburg Castle from the air. 
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Appendix 2 - Why King James I was never King 


Introduction 

James V of Scotland fell ill on 6/12/1542 and died on 14/12/1542. His daughter, Mary, 

Queen of Scots (1542-1587), was born on 8/12/1542. The throne of Scotland therefore 
passed to Mary, Queen of Scots (1542-1587), on 14/12/1542. On 29/7/1565 she married her 
first cousin, Henry Stewart, Lord Darnley (1545-1567), but their marriage was unlawful 
because of their consanguinity (close blood relationship). 531 The Pope issued a papal 
dispensation on 25/9/1565, backdated to 25/5/1565, and, on the basis of this dispensation, 
it would appear that their son, James VI of Scotland and I of England (1566-1625), legally 
succeeded to the throne of Scotland on Mary's death, if not earlier. 

Logical and legal impossibility of dispensation 

However, there is a fundamental legal principle in non-canon law (that is, in civil and criminal 
law) which holds that if an act (like a marriage contract) is void in law, then it is 'not only bad 
but incurably bad' (Lord Denning, Master of the Rolls, in MacFoy v. United Africa Co. Ltd. 
[1962] 532 ) and so cannot subsequently be made good. The logic is quite simple; if a marriage 
is void then there is no marriage at all and therefore there is nothing to make good. As Lord 
Denning said in that case: 'You cannot put something on nothing and expect it to stay there. 

It will collapse.' An illegal act can potentially be made legal but a nullity (something which 
never happened in law) cannot be made legal because there is nothing, in law, to make 
legal. On this basis, a dispensation cannot be granted for a marriage that never happened; it 
is a logical and legal impossibility. 

This is a circle that cannot be squared even in canon (church) law. Consanguinity is and was a 
diriment impediment, meaning that it renders a marriage null and void. Further, the parties 
could have sought an annulment (declaration of nullity 533 ) from the church on the basis of 
consanguinity, but an annulment is a recognition that a marriage was void ab initio (from the 
start); that is, there was no marriage in the first place. But if the marriage was void ab initio, 
it cannot be made valid because there is nothing to make valid, as previously stated. So the 
idea that the Pope can grant a dispensation after the event is contradictory; you cannot 


531 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mary, Queen of Scots#Marriage to Lord Darnley . 

Mary's father. King James V, was the half-brother of Henry's mother, Margaret Douglas; that 
is. King James V and Margaret Douglas had the same mother, Margaret Tudor (1489-1541), 
daughter of King Henry VII of England. See 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Scottish monarchs' family tree#House of Stewart . 

532 See also the Duchess of Kingston's case 1776, which related to a void marriage. 
Regardless of when it is expounded, a legal principle is, by definition, eternal, self-evident 
and true. 

533 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Declaration of nullity . 
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logically say that, on the one hand, a marriage is void (never happened) and, on the other, 
that the same marriage (which never happened) can somehow be made good. This does not 
amount to validating an existing but invalid marriage but to creating a new marriage ab initio 
(in effect, out of thin air) and without any marriage vows (the marriage vows in the earlier 
'marriage' are null and void of course; in law they never happened) or other necessary 
solemnities. So, to retrospectively validate a marriage in this way involves dispensing with 
the most fundamental element of a marriage; that is, mutual consent. 

Very. Rev. H. A. Ayrinhac, Professor of Moral Theology, Pastoral Theology and Canon Law, 
Marriage Legislation in the New Code of Canon Law, says that retrospective validation of a 
void marriage is a 'legal fiction'; in other words, a legal impossibility. 534 

No dispensation for breaches of divine or natural law or where no sufficient 
cause 

In spite of this logical difficulty (impossibility), the 1983 Code of Canon Law 535 provides that a 
marriage can be retrospectively validated (this is called radical sanation 536 ) although, for an 
impediment of natural law 537 or divine positive law, 538 this cannot be done until the 
impediment has ceased (can. 1163.1). 539 In effect, this qualification does acknowledge the 
logical impossibility of granting a dispensation for a void marriage. This provision was also in 
the 1917 Code of Canon Law and I assume that it applied before 1917 as well under the 
preceding Quinque Libri Decretalium (1234) of Pope Gregory IX, 540 which applied between 
1234 and 1917. 

Canon law is divided into divine law and non-divine (that is, man-made) law, which is also 
called ecclesiastical law. It seems that divine law is divided into divine positive law (directly 
revealed in the Scriptures) and natural law (necessarily derived from the way in which God 


534 Benziger Brothers; New York; 1919; p. 320. 

535 http://www.vatican.va/archive/cdc/index.htm . 

536 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Validation of marriage . 

537 http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/09076a.htm . 

538 http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/09071a.htm . 

539 http://www.vatican.va/archive/ENG1104/ P47.HTM . A marriage which is invalid 
because of an impediment of natural law or of divine positive law can be sanated only after 
the impediment has ceased. 1 (C ODE OF CANNON LAW, BOOK IV (FUNCTION OF THE 
CHURCH), PART I (THE SACRAMENTS), TITLE VII (MARRIAGE) (Cann. 1055 - 1165), CHAPTER X 
(THE CONVALIDATION OF MARRIAGE), Art. 2 (RADICAL SANATION)). 

540 http://www.canonlaw.info/masterpagelusDecret.htm . 
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has ordered nature); both are divine in origin and so cannot be transgressed even by the 
Pope, as confirmed below. 

Saint Thomas Aquinas, in his Summa Theoligica (Whether Consanguinity is an Impediment to 
Marriage by virtue of the Natural Law?) states: 'In relation to marriage a thing is said to be 
contrary to the natural law if it prevents marriage from reaching the end for which it was 
instituted. Now consanguinity hinders the good of the offspring, because in the words of 
Gregory (Regist., epis. xxxi) quoted in the text (Sent, iv, D, 40): "We have learnt by experience 
that the children of such a union cannot thrive." Therefore according to the law of nature 
consanguinity is an impediment to matrimony .' 541 

This proves that consanguinity was an issue of natural law in the Middle Ages. See also 
Brown, Brendhan F., "The Natural Law, the Marriage Bond and Divorce", 542 which says that 
marriages are contrary to natural law which are prejudicial to the physical and mental 
welfare of the children or which hinder the extension of friendship in society via marriage 
between people not closely related by blood. Allowing marriage between family members 
closely-related by blood (e.g. direct line of descent or ascent, brothers and sisters and their 
children, uncles and aunts and their children) clearly does both of these things. 

Where a public impediment can be removed by simple convalidation, it is required (1) that 
the impediment has ceased or has been dispensed with (can. 1156.1) 543 and (2) that a party 
conscious of the impediment (see below) should renew consent in canonical form (can. 
1158.1). 544 

Note that the Catholic Encyclopedia, under 'Consanguinity 1 states: 545 

• 'In whatever is forbidden by the law of nature there is no dispensation.' 

Note that the Catholic Encyclopedia, under 'Dispensation' states: 546 

• '[The pope] cannot of his own right dispense from the Divine law (either natural or 
positive) .' 


541 

http://biblehub.com/library/aquinas/summa theologica/whether consanguinity is an imp 

ediment.htm . 

542 Fordham Law Review; 1955; Vo. 24; Issue 1; p. 98. 

543 http://www.vatican.va/archive/ENG1104/ P46.HTM . 

544 http://www.vatican.va/archive/ENG1104/ P46.HTM . 

545 http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/04264a.htm . 

546 http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/05041a.htm . 
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• 'The pope cannot dispense from impediments founded on Divine law - except, as 
above described, in the case of vows, espousals, and non-consummated marriages, or 
valid and consummated marriage of neophytes before baptism (see NEOPHYTES). In 
doubtful cases, however, he may decide authoritatively as to the objective value of 
the doubt. In respect of impediments arising from ecclesiastical law the pope has full 
dispensing power. Every such dispensation [The rest of this paragraph refers to 
dispensations from ecclesiastical law; that is, not divine law, natural or positive] 
granted by him is valid, and when he acts from a sufficient motive it is also licit. He is 
not wont, however, out of consideration for the public welfare, to exercise this power 
personally, unless in very exceptional cases, where certain specific impediments are in 
question. Such cases are error, violence. Holy orders, disparity of worship, public 
conjugicide, consanguinity in the direct line or in the first degree (equal) of the 
collateral Line, and the first degree of affinity (from lawful intercourse) in the direct 
line. As a rule the pope exercises his power of dispensation through the Roman 
Congregations and Tribunals.' 

• 'Following the principles laid down for dispensations in general, a matrimonial 
dispensation granted without sufficient cause, even by the pope himself, would be 
illicit; the more difficult and numerous the impediments the more serious must be the 
motives for removing them. An unjustified dispensation, even if granted by the pope, 
is null and void, in a case affecting the Divine law [natural or positive]; and if granted 
by other bishops or superiors in cases affecting ordinary ecclesiastical law .' 

It is clear therefore that the Pope's authority to grant dispensations is limited. The critical 
question, in this case, is whether first cousin marriages fall within divine positive law (laid 
down in the Scriptures) or natural law (necessarily implied from the way God has ordered 
nature) or ecclesiastical law (any canon law not falling into the two previous categories - 
essentially man-made law). If first cousin marriages fall within either of the first two 
categories then no-one, not even the Pope, can grant a dispensation in respect of them. If 
cousin marriages fall outside the scope of divine positive law or natural law then the Pope 
had the power to grant a dispensation for the marriage of Mary, Queen of Scots, and Lord 
Darnley and their son, James VI, was Mary's legitimate heir. 

Do first cousin marriages come within the scope of natural law? 

So what is the answer? Consanguinity is covered in the Scriptures by Leviticus 18:1-18 as 
follows: 

'And the LORD spake unto Moses, saying. Speak unto the children of Israel, and say unto 
them, I am the LORD your God. After the doings of the land of Egypt, wherein ye dwelt, shall 
ye not do: and after the doings of the land of Canaan, whither I bring you, shall ye not do: 
neither shall ye walk in their ordinances. Ye shall do my judgments, and keep mine 
ordinances, to walk therein: I am the LORD your God. Ye shall therefore keep my statutes, 
and my judgments: which if a man do, he shall live in them: I am the LORD. 

None of you shall approach to any that is near of kin to him, to uncover their nakedness: I am 
the LORD. The nakedness of thy father, or the nakedness of thy mother, shalt thou not 
uncover: she is thy mother; thou shalt not uncover her nakedness. The nakedness of thy 
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father's wife shalt thou not uncover: it is thy father's nakedness. The nakedness of thy sister, 
the daughter of thy father, or daughter of thy mother, whether she be born at home, or born 
abroad, even their nakedness thou shalt not uncover. The nakedness of thy son's daughter, or 
of thy daughter's daughter, even their nakedness thou shalt not uncover: for theirs is thine 
own nakedness. The nakedness of thy father's wife's daughter, begotten of thy father, she is 
thy sister, thou shalt not uncover her nakedness. Thou shalt not uncover the nakedness of thy 
father's sister : she is thy father's near kinswoman. Thou shalt not uncover the nakedness of 
thy mother's sister : for she is thy mother's near kinswoman. Thou shalt not uncover the 
nakedness of thy father's brother, thou shalt not approach to his wife : she is thine aunt. Thou 
shalt not uncover the nakedness of thy daughter in law : she is thy son's wife; thou shalt not 
uncover her nakedness. Thou shalt not uncover the nakedness of thy brother's wife : it is thy 
brother's nakedness. Thou shalt not uncover the nakedness of a woman and her daughter, 
neither shalt thou take her son's daughter, or her daughter's daughter, to uncover her 
nakedness; for they are her near kinswomen: it is wickedness. Neither shalt thou take a wife 
to her sister, to vex her, to uncover her nakedness, beside the other in her life time. ' 

Leviticus bans marriage with some biological relations (sharing the same blood or 
consanguinity; that is, having a common ancestor) and some non-biological relations (legal 
relationships via marriage or affinity, such as daughter-in-law). Some biological relations 
must logically be banned even though they are not mentioned, such as mother's brother 
(this must be banned because mother's sister, father's brother and father's sister are banned 
- and mother's brother is in the same degree) or a man and his son (the same degree as a 
woman and her daughter). It is clear therefore that the words 'near of kin' can and do 
include marriages not specifically mentioned in the text; the emphasis is on the male side of 
relationships but the opposite from the female side applies also. So, if your brother's wife 
(someone you have no biological relationship with) is 'near of kin', can you say that your 
aunt's daughter (your first cousin, who you do have a close biological relationship with) is 
not 'near of kin'? It doesn't make sense to say so does it? 

Further, we know that relationships outside those covered by Leviticus were banned by 
canon law, so these, not being banned by divine positive law, must be banned either by 
natural law or ecclesiastical (that is, man-made) law. The point is this; marriage with an aunt 
is specifically banned by Leviticus but marriage with an aunt's daughter (first cousin) is not. 
Now, if first cousin marriages are banned by ecclesiastical law, this must mean that there are 
no marriages banned by natural law. This is because there is no 'gap' between divine positive 
law and ecclesiastical law for natural law to 'fit in', as it were; we go straight from a marriage 
banned by divine positive law (say, marriage to an aunt) to a marriage banned by 
ecclesiastical law (marriage to an aunt's daughter). Marriage to a first cousin is one degree 
away (in terms of degrees of consanguinity) from marriages banned by divine positive law 
(the Scriptures), so if marriages one step away from those banned by divine positive law are 
banned by ecclesiastical law, then there can be no marriages banned by natural law. If this is 
the case then why does canon law and the Catholic Encyclopedia refer to not being able to 
grant dispensations for marriages banned by natural law? In short, why refer to such 
marriages if there are none? The answer is then that if there are any marriages banned by 
natural law, this must include first cousin marriages before any other type of marriage since 
these types of marriage are the closest in terms of consanguinity to marriages banned by 
divine positive law (being one degree away). 
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can 1078.3 states: 'A dispensation is never given from the impediment of consanguinity in the 
direct line or in the second degree of the collateral line . /547 The Catholic Encyclopedia, under 
'Consanguinity' states: 'But the Canon law, in the collateral line of consanguinity, computes 
for marriage one series only of generations, and if the series are unequal, only the longer 
one. Hence the principle of canon law that in the transverse or collateral line there are as 
many degrees of consanguinity as there are persons in the longer series, omitting the 
common stock or root. If the two series are equal, the distance is the number of degrees of 
either from the common stock. Thus brother and sister are in the first degree, first cousins in 
the second degree; uncle and niece in the second degree because the niece is two degrees 
from the grandfather who is the common stock.' 548 It follows that first cousin marriages 
come within the scope of divine law (divine positive law or natural law) since only marriages 
covered by divine law can never be subject to dispensation. 

So we have four reasons for saying that first cousin marriages fall within the scope of divine 
law (positive or natural), as opposed to ecclesiastical (or man-made), law: 

• As Saint Thomas Aquinas confirms in his ’Summa Theologica 1 , such marriages tend to 
frustrate the purposes for which marriage was instituted of God (the increase of 
friendship in society beyond near kin) and are therefore contrary to natural law. You 
may argue against Thomas Aquinas but, critically, people in the relevant period 
would have treated his opinions as authoritative. So it's not what we think today that 
matters; it's what contemporaries thought of Thomas Aquinas that matters. 549 

• Canon law (can. 1078.3) states that dispensations are never granted for marriages 
in the second degree of the collateral line and the Catholic Encyclopedia confirms 
that this refers to first cousin marriages. This means that first cousin marriages are 
not prohibited by ecclesiastical law (since this can be dispensed with) and so must 
be prohibited by divine law (either divine positive law or natural law). 

• Such marriages logically fall within the scope of 'near of kin' marriages covered by 
Leviticus. First cousins are 'near of kin' as that term is understood by the man in the 
street (that is, the ordinary meaning of the phrase), which is the definition which 
would have to be used in a court of law under legal rules of interpretation. The 
question here is a simple one: 'Do you regard your first cousin as a close relation?' 
First cousins are certainly 'kin' in the sense that they are blood relations and are 
certainly 'near of kin' also. How can this not be the case when one of the parents on 
each side are siblings (brother and brother, brother and sister or sister and sister)? 


547 http://www.vatican.va/archive/ENG1104/ P3X.HTM . 

548 http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/04264a.htm . 

549 'one of the classics of the history of philosophy and one of the most influential works of 
Western literature.' - The Classics of Western Philosophy: A Reader's Guide; (eds.) Jorge J. E. 
Gracia, Gregory M. Reichberg, Bernard N. Schumacher; Oxford; Blackwell Publishing; 2003; 
p. 165. 
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• If there are any marriages banned by natural law then first cousin marriages must be 
included in such a category, which category must logically exist because canon law 
refers to it. 

It follows that the papal dispensation granted to Mary, Queen of Scots, and Lord Darnley 
was null and void because first cousin marriages fall within the scope of divine law (positive 
or natural), as opposed to ecclesiastical (man-made), law. The fact that a number of 
dispensations for first cousin marriages were granted does not alter the legal position one 
jot. You can argue that 'Many first cousin marriage dispensations were granted so they must 
have been legal 1 . The answer to this assertion is 'Well, in that case, provide your legal 
arguments showing how they were legal.' In addition, a number of marriages between first 
or more distant cousins were declared void on the ground of consanguinity, including those 
between Robert II of France and his wife, Bertha of Burgundy; 550 Alfonso I of Aragon and 
Urraca of Leon and Castile (they were second cousins); 551 Louis VII of France and Eleanor of 
Aquitaine (they were fourth cousins); 552 Alfonso IX of Leon and Berengaria of Castile. 553 

No dispensation where marriage knowingly contracted within the prohibited 
degrees 

Further, it is clear that both the 'husband' and 'wife' knew that their marriage was unlawful 
(they must have known that they shared a common grandmother, particularly since she was 
the source of each of their claims to the English throne - both had a claim) and this 
knowledge makes the marriage either fraudulent (obtained by a deliberate 
misrepresentation which involved concealing the impediment from the local officiating 
bishop or priest) or obtained under duress (they compelled the local officiating bishop or 
priest to marry them in spite of the fact that he was aware of the impediment). There is also 
a fundamental legal principle in non-canon law which holds that fraud unravels everything 
and that 'once it is proved, it vitiates [renders void] judgments, contracts [including marriage 
contracts] and all transactions whatsoever' (Lazarus Estates Ltd v. Beasley [1956] 1 QB 702, 
712). The same applies to any agreement or contract obtained under duress (certainly one 
obtained by threat of force) because an agreement to which consent was not freely given for 
such a reason is not an agreement at the most fundamental level. If the marriage had been 
merely voidable at the instance of the parties to the marriage (that is, valid unless 
challenged), as opposed to void ab initio (never a marriage at all), then there would have 
been no need for a dispensation, so we know that the marriage was void and not merely 
voidable. Since it was void it never happened in law and since it never happened in law, it 
could not be made good in law because there was nothing, in law, to make good. The 


550 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Robert II of France#Marital problems . 

551 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Alfonso the Battler#Matrimonial conflicts . 

552 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Louis VII of France#A shift in the status quo . 

553 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Berengaria of Castile#Marriage to Alfonso IX . 
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concept of nullity arising from fraud or duress also applies in canon law, so that a marriage 
cannot be even putatively valid where the marriage was proceeded with in spite of 
knowledge of an impediment. 

The final nail is provided by the decree of the twenty-fourth session of the Council of Trent 
dated 11/11/1563 which states: 'If any one shall presume knowingly to contract marriage 
within the prohibited degrees, he shall be separated, and be without hope of obtaining a 
dispensation; and this shall much the rather have effect in regard of him who shall have 
dared not only to contract such a marriage, but also to consummate it.' 554 While a 
dispensation is potentially allowed 'for great princes', this is only for 'marriages to be 
contracted'; that is, future marriages. This absolutely excluded any possibility of a 
retrospective dispensation for those who knowingly contracted marriage within the 
prohibited degrees. 

Knowledge of the impediment renders issue illegitimate under Scots civil law 

In relation to Scots civil law see John Riddell's Inguiry into the Law and Practice in Scottish 
Peerages etc., 555 which explains how, even if the marriage could have been made valid 
canonically, the civil law of peerage succession in Scotland, which applies to the Crown as 
well as to peerages, 556 would have prevented King James VI from succeeding to the throne. 
For instance, Riddell recounts (p. 420 et seq.) how Lord Darnley's mother (Margaret Douglas) 
was legitimate in spite of the fact that the marriage of her parents (Archibald Douglas, 6th 
Earl of Lennox, and Margaret Tudor) was illegal by virtue of a pre-contract of the husband 
with another woman, but only because of the ignorance of the wife of the pre-contract. Had 
the wife had knowledge of the impediment then not only would the marriage have been 


554 http://history.hanover.edu/texts/trent/ct24.html . 

555 Edinburgh; 1842; Vol. I; Chapter VI. 

556 In 1292 it was decided that 'the right of succession to the Kingdom of Scotland was to be 
decided as the right of succession to earldoms, baronies and other impartible tenures was 
decided (sicut comitatibus baronibus et alias tenuris impartibilibus - 'as with earldoms, 
baronies and other impartible tenures').' (Innes of Edingight, KCVO, Sir Malcolm; The 
Baronage of Scotland: The History of the Law of Succession and the Law of Arms in relation 
thereto; The Scottish Genealogist; June 2000). There were later Acts of the Scottish 
Parliament concerning the succession (1371,1373) but the law relating to the validity of 
marriages and the legitimacy of the issue of marriages remained common to the crown, to 
peerages and to other forms of heritable property. The Act of 1373 

( http://www.rps.ac.uk/search.php?a=fcf&fn=robertii trans&id=1300&t=trans) states: 'But, 
the aforesaid five brothers and their heirs male descending from them failing finally and 
entirely, which God forbid, the true and legitimate heirs by royal blood and kinship from 
then henceforth shall succeed to the kingdom and the right of ruling .' The words 'true and 
legitimate' must be given their ordinary meaning according to ordinary Scots law and, in 
particular, ordinary Scots law relating to marriage, legitimacy and inheritance. 
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illegal but the issue of the marriage (Margaret Douglas) would have been illegitimate. Thus, 
under the civil law of Scotland at the time, the impediment renders the marriage illegal and 
knowledge of the impediment renders the issue illegitimate . Interestingly, under English 
law ignorance of the impediment would not save the legitimacy of the issue, so Margaret 
Douglas was illegitimate under English law (Riddell, p. 420). Nonetheless, she was accepted 
as legitimate in England under the principle of comitas (comity), by which the legal rulings of 
one country are recognized, and enforced, in another; even, apparently, when it affects the 
succession to the throne. 

Mary's resignation void, acceptance of resignation void, coronation of James 
VI void and no subsequent legalization by Act of Parliament 

By letters of demission of 29/7/1567 (NAS, PCI/5, 17-20), 557 the day of James' coronation at 
Stirling, Mary, Queen of Scots, acting under duress, purported to resign her rights as Queen 
in favour of her son, James, but, under the Act of Parliament of 1373 (above), she had no 
legal power to resign her rights in favour of a person not entitled to receive them. These 
letters of demission were accepted by the Earls of Morton, Athol I, Glencairn, Mar, Menteith, 
the Master of Graham, Lord Home and the Bishop of Orkney 'in name of the three estates 
presently convened and assembled', but I cannot see that they had the authority of 
Parliament to act on its behalf. Certainly, the meeting held in Edinburgh on 25/7/1567 is 
referred to as a 'convention', not a 'parliament'. 558 It would appear then that Mary had no 
legal power to resign her rights in favour of someone not entitled to receive them and that 
the Convention held in Stirling on 29/7/1567 had no legal power to accept her resignation 
even if she was entitled to make it. The coronation of James held on that day was therefore 
null and void - doubly so. 

Note also that James Hamilton, Duke of Chatellerault and 2nd Earl of Arran (c.1516-1575), 559 
by letters of protest dated 29/7/1567 (1\IAS, PCI/5, 16-17) 'protested that whatsoever thing 
is done or to be done towards the coronation of the said most excellent prince, what acts, 
consents, constitutions be made thereupon, should in no way prejudice or be hurtful to the 
said noble and mighty duke of Chatelherault, and the rest of the queen's majesty of 
Scotland's royal blood, lawfully descended in their title and succession of the said crown, 
whenever it shall please God by any just right to call them thereto, more than if the said 
coronation had never been done; and thereupon asked instruments and documents of us 
joint notaries public under-subscribing; this was done in the council held within the castle of 
Stirling, day, year and place above-written.' This reserved the lawful rights of succession to 
the throne of Scotland of any other person (if they needed to be reserved, which they didn't) 
and if it reserved the rights of descendants of Mary Stewart, Countess of Arran (1453- 


557 http://www.rps.ac.uk/search.php?a=fcf&fn=jamesvi trans&id=9493&t=trans . 

558 http://www.rps.ac.uk/search.php?a=fcf&fn=jamesvi trans&id=9484:l&t=trans . 

559 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/James Hamilton, Duke of Chatellerault . 
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1488), 560 the Duke's grandmother, and her heirs, it certainly reserved the rights of her 
brother, Alexander, Duke of Albany (c.1454-1485), 561 and his heirs. If the events of July 1567 
were legally invalid, as appears to be the case, and there was no subsequent legal process 
(Act of Parliament and coronation) by which James was properly legitimized as heir to the 
throne and, as such, invested with the kingship, then he was never properly legitimized as 
heir and was never legally invested as King. 

Summary 

To summarize: 

• In both canon law and Scots civil law the marriage of Mary, Queen of Scots, and Lord 
Darnley, being within the prohibited degrees, was null and void (in law it never 
happened) and could not therefore be made good on that ground alone, there being 
nothing in law (no marriage) that could be made good. 

• Further, in canon law, the marriage of Mary, Queen of Scots, and Lord Darnley, was a 
breach of natural law and the Pope had no authority to grant a dispensation in such 
circumstances. Any dispensation, even by the Pope, was itself null and void for this 
reason. 

• Further, in canon law, even if the marriage was not a breach of natural law, and so 
could theoretically be legitimized by a dispensation, no dispensation could be 
granted where, as happened in this case, the parties knowingly contracted marriage 
within the prohibited degrees (Decree of the twenty-fourth session of the Council of 
Trent). 

• Further, even if a dispensation could be granted, a dispensation granted without 
good and weighty cause was null and void, even if granted by the Pope. No such 
good and weighty cause is apparent. The question here is 'What benefit was obtained 
by the marriage that could not be obtained by marriage to some man other than Lord 
Darnley or what negative consequence was avoided which would have happened if 
the marriage to that particular man (Lord Darnley) had not happened?' A child of 
Mary, Queen of Scots, was heir to the thrones of both England and Scotland 
regardless of who the father was. It could have been Lord Darnley or the gardener for 
all the difference it would have made to the succession. I do not think it can be 
argued that there were any weighty political reasons for the marriage and, in fact. 
Lord Darnley was a very divisive figure both in terms of domestic matters and 
international relations. No, Mary, Queen of Scots, married Lord Darnley for love in 
spite of damaging consequences. 

• Further, even if, in canon law, the marriage could not have been subject to a 
retrospective dispensation, but could have been subject to a prospective 
dispensation followed by a renewal of consent, there was no subsequent renewal of 
consent in canonical form (that is, a marriage ceremony). 


560 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mary Stewart, Countess of Arran . 

561 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Alexander Stewart, Duke of Albany . 
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• Further, in Scots civil law, even if the marriage could have been made good and was 
made good in canon law, logically a deficiency in Scots civil law could only be made 
good by due process in Scots civil law; that is, making the marriage good in canon 
law did not make the marriage good in Scots civil law without a process of 
recognizing that canon law decision under Scots civil law; this is because a marriage is 
both a spiritual contract under canon law and a civil contract under civil law. The 
sacramental marriage might be good in Scotland under the principles of comity but 
the civil contract of marriage under Scots law surely is not. 

• Further, the 1567 resignation by Mary, Queen of Scots, and the acceptance of that 
resignation, as well as the coronation of James VI which followed the resignation and 
acceptance of it, were void under the Act of the Scots Parliament of 1373 (because 
James was not the legitimate issue of his parents) and was void for duress in any 
event. There was no subsequent legalization/confirmation of that process by any 
subsequent Act of the Scots Parliament. 

The Bill of Rights 1689 settled the crown on a succession of heirs who 'of right ought to be by 
the laws of this realm our sovereign liege lord and lady, king and queen of England, France 
and Ireland and the dominions thereunto belonging' and both the Act of Settlement 1701 
and the Treaty of Union 1706 refer back to the Bill of Rights 1689 and, in terms of succession 
to the crown, are dependent on it. It is clearly then a condition precedent of all three (the 
two Acts and the Treaty) that the persons named as being in right of the crown should be so 
by the laws of England (not being the Act itself, since this would be self-referencing). But the 
laws of England required that James I, in order to succeed to the throne of England, must be 
the lawful heir to that throne, and he was not, being an illegitimate child of his parents, 

Mary, Queen of Scots, and Lord Darnley, whose legitimacy and succession to the crown of 
Scotland were never regularized by Act of the Scots Parliament. He was neither lawful heir to 
the throne of Scotland nor to the throne of England, so his heirs cannot be either, including 
every British monarch since James I. 

For these reasons it is clear that King James VI was not the legitimate heir to the throne of 
Scotland on Mary's death in 1587 or at any earlier date. 
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Appendix 3 - Shakespeare, The Rosicrucians, Avalon and 
Arcadia 


I have always found the Rosicrucians ephemeral and difficult to get to grips with, which 
might be the whole point (they wouldn't be mysterious otherwise), and I have not 
researched them in any depth. While there may well have been a loosely-associated group 
of people sharing the same ideas, philosophies and broad objectives, I have found little hard 
evidence of any formal Rosicrucian Order as such at the relevant time; that is, an 
organisation with a formal hierarchy. People referred to or implied the existence of such a 
group, but did it ever exist as more than an idea? To be frank, Rosicrucian writings seem to 
drag in such a mishmash of things 562 that I find the whole thing rather overwhelming. 

I really only mention them here because of the research carried out by Petter Amundsen on 
the First Folio. 563 The key idea that I took away from watching his videos is that there comes 
a point when there are so many coincidences that they simply cannot be coincidences; 
mathematically speaking, it is highly improbable that they are coincidences. It then becomes 
necessary to look into the matter further to find out what these 'non-coincidences' mean, 
because, not being coincidences, they clearly exist/happened/were put there for a purpose. 
For example, assume that there is a dedicatory poem at the front of the First Folio, that the 
initial capital letters of certain lines are out of kilter and that those letters spell 
'SIRFRANCISBACONWASWILLIAMSHAKESPEARE'. Can this possibly be a coincidence? Of 
course not; the probability of such a message appearing in such a place by accident are so 
small that it can be regarded as mathematically impossible. One would have to take such a 
message seriously and investigate it. Of course, the coincidences that Petter Amundsen 
found do not carry such an obvious message (as if they would), so the task of decoding the 
message or messages is not only complex but also conjectural. Clearly, what is secret is 


562 'The Rosicrucians declared that the material arts and sciences were but shadows of the 
divine wisdom, and that only by penetrating the innermost recesses of Nature could man 
attain to reality and understanding. Though calling themselves Christians, the Rosicrucians 
were evidently Platonists and also profoundly versed in the deepest mysteries of early 
Hebrew and Hindu theology.' (Flail, Manly P.; The Secret Teachings - An Encyclopedic Outline 
of Masonic, Hermetic, Qabbalistic and Rosicrucian Symbolical Philosophy; H.S. Crocker; San 
Francisco; 1928, Rosicrucian Doctrines and Tenets). Also 'In his work "Silentium Post 
Clamores" (1617), the rosicrucian Michel Maier (1568-1622) described rosicrucianism as 
having arisen from a "Primordial Tradition" in the following statement: "Our origins are 
Egyptian, Brah manic, derived from the mysteries of Eleusis and Samothrace, the Magi of 
Persia, the Pythagoreans, and the Arabs.(Rosicrucianism, 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rosicrucianism ). 

563 Amundsen, Petter; The Seven Steps to Mercy: with Shakespeare's Key to the Oak Island 
Templum; CreateSpace Independent Publishing Platform; 2015. See also 
https://wisdomfromnorth.com/the-shakespeare-mysterv-ft-petter-amundsen-i2- 

3/?lang=en . 
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secret because it is important and must be protected. It would therefore be nonsensical to 
make the secret easy to find. At the same time, the secret must not be impossible to find. 


The solution seems to be that the fact that there is a secret should be relatively easy to see 
(to someone with 'eyes to see' perhaps) from the number of oddities and coincidences 
('Why are those letters out of place?') but, on the other hand, uncovering the secret itself 
should be extremely difficult. Only those with the relevant specialist knowledge will be 
able to decipher the message and only 'the right sort of people' (the sort of people to 
whom the secret can be safely entrusted) will have that knowledge in the first place. In 
this way the secret will only be passed to those who deserve to know it. Everyone else, 
including the terminally greedy, will have given up long before they get anywhere near to 
discovering the secret message and anything, such as treasure, the message might be 
concealing. In fact, we know that you can tell most people the secret to their face and they 
simply won't believe you, as Petter Amundsen has found. 

But Petter Amundsen has come up with some very persuasive and, it seems to me, sensible 
ideas. He has certainly done a huge amount of work. I am not aware that anyone else has 
come up with a better explanation for the oddities/coincidences he has identified. Of course, 
Stratfordians do the one thing you should never do as an academic, which is to dismiss out 
of hand any idea that these coincidences mean anything. If scientists can contemplate the 
idea of an infinite number of parallel universes, then perhaps Stratfordians ought to at least 
consider the possibility that there might be hidden messages in Shakespeare's works, given 
that the Elizabethan period was a great age of cryptology. 

If there existed some shadowy group imbued with ancient wisdom which secretly guided the 
fate of nations for centuries (or something) then that would, of course, be significant. It 
could hardly be more significant. Otherwise the whole thing is probably just a distraction and 
a waste of time. The point is that I am reluctant to just dismiss out of hand the idea of the 
existence of such a group, even if it was or is somewhat less powerful than portrayed; it has, 
after all, been a remarkably persistent idea for hundreds of years. The implications of the 
existence of such a group are enormous, as are the implications of misinterpreting events if 
such a group did exist and we fail identify to that fact. It is the risk of seriously 
misunderstanding events if I get it wrong which makes me reluctant to just dismiss the 
whole idea. What if Petter Amundsen is right? I'd look a right idiot then, like those goofs who 
thought that the universe revolved around the Earth. That would be pretty much everyone 
in the medieval world then, which kind of goes to show that everyone in the world can be 
dead wrong about an important issue. 

'Yesterday upon the stair 
I met a man who wasn't there. 

He wasn't there again today. 

Oh how I wish he'd go away!' 

The Little Man Who Wasn't There , William Hughes Mearns (1875-1965). 

Quite. 
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Not having ever seriously researched the Rosicrucians, I am not in a position to offer any 
meaningful guidance to anyone else. It's just not my subject. All I can do is point out certain 
things which I think might be relevant and let those who are interested investigate those 
things further if they wish. I don't think any of this can alter my central views on the 
authorship question; that is, make me change my mind about who the 'real Shakespeare' 
was. In fact, if a Rosicrucian circle existed which included members of the Salusbury family, 
this would confirm that they were involved in secret goings-on, possibly revolving, to some 
extent, around the works of Shakespeare. All sorts of possibilities arise. 

For that reason I am out, as they say in 'Dragons' Den'. 


Here are a few potentially interesting connections: 


1 . 

2 . 


3. 


4. 

5 . 

6 . 


Rosicrucians 564 - precursor to - 'Invisible College' 565 - precursor to - Royal Society. 566 

;p' H jb | (William Shakespeare) - illegitimate son of - Anna Boel (Bull) - sister of 
- John Bull (composer, secret agent for Elizabeth I) 567 - Professor of Music at - 
Gresham College 568 - initial home of - Royal Society. 

Thomas Salusbury - son of - 


WiiibbV' hi(William Shakespeare) - 'front man' for ■ 

Katheryn of Berain - wife of (as her second husband) - Sir Richard Clough - 
agent/business partner of - Sir Thomas Gresham - founded - Gresham College - initial 
home of - Royal Society. 

Ben Jonson - who produced - the First Folio - of - William Shakespeare - held a 
position at - Gresham College. 

Ben Jonson - dedicated a poem in Love's Martyr to - Sir John Salusbury (d. 1612) - 
brother of - Thomas Salusbury. 

Sir John Salusbury (d. 1762), one of the founders of Canada 569 - owned land and lived 
for some years at - Herring Cove, near Halifax, Nova Scotia - near the notorious Oak 


Island 570 where Petter Amundsen and others believe that the treasure of the 


Rosicrucian Order/Knights Templar is buried, including, Petter Amundsen suggests. 


564 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rosicrucianism . 

565 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/lnvisible College . 

566 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Royal Society . 

567 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/John Bull (composer) . 

568 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gresham College . 

569 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/John Salusbury (diarist) . Of course, he was a descendant 
of Thomas Salusbury (x. 1586), which means that one of the founders of Canada was a 
descendant of Shakespeare. Indeed, he was the head of (senior male heir of) the 
Salusbury/Shakespeare family ( http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/salusburv tree.pdf ). 

570 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Oak Island . 
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7. 


the original manuscripts of the works of Shakespeare, the Menorah looted from the 
Temple of Jerusalem in AD 70 and the Ark of the Covenant. 

Sir Henry Salusbury, 1 st Baronet - married - Elizabeth Vaughan - daughter of John 
Vaughan, 1 st Earl of Carbery - brother of - Sir William Vaughan (d. 1641) 571 - author of 


- The Golden Fleece, a Rosicrucian tract - who founded a colony at - p/alon, 
Newfoundland. 572 


8 . 


Sir William Vaughan - wrote - The Golden Grove (1600) - which contains - the first 
detailed description of the murder of Christopher Marlowe, evidently produced from 
inside information - which is also referred to in the same year in - 'As You Like It' (Act 
III, Scene iii, 9-12) - by - William Shakespeare. 


An interesting question arises. John Vaughan, 1 st Earl of Carberry, married Margaret Meyrick, 
daughter of Sir Geliy Meyrick, who took part in the Essex Rebellion (he was Essex's no. 2) and 
was executed on 13/3/1601. The Wikipedia page for the Essex Rebellion 
( https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Essex%27s Rebellion ) states that Essex 'began to create plans 
to seize the court by force.' 'Seize the court by force'? But not the Crown? How would that 
have worked out? This is simply nonsensical. You do not seize power and leave the ruling 
monarch in place and in power. What would that person do? Forgive the rebels and let them 
walk away as if nothing had happened? No way, it is a ridiculous idea. So, logic and common 
sense tells us that the rebels must have been planning to replace Elizabeth with someone 
else. But who? Essex? Hardly, it had to be someone of the Tudor blood royal. Can we think of 
any such person? A person connected to the rebels, even if nominally an opponent of theirs? 
Sir John Salusbury perhaps? Love's Martyr was published after the Essex Rebellion (since it 
addresses Sir John Salusbury as a knight and he was knighted after the Rebellion) but must 
have been composed, and was potentially circulated, even if in draft, before then. 


Arcadia comes into it somewhere but I can't remember the particulars. There is an Arcadia in 
Newfoundland. 


571 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/William Vaughan (writer) 

572 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Province of Avalon . 
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Part of a screenshot of Peter Amundsen's video. Cracking The Shakespeare Code: Part Three, 
showing 'Accadie' ('Arcadia') in Nova Scotia. 573 

I suppose the question is whether the Rosicrucians were 'up to something' in that part of the 
world (Newfoundland and Nova Scotia). Petter Amundsen thinks they were and he thinks he 
knows what that 'something' was. 

See Ron Heisler's "The Forgotten English Roots of Rosicrucianism" (originally published in The 
Flermetic Journal, 1992) for further information about Sir John Salusbury's (d. 1612) 
Rosicrucian connections. 


573 https://youtu.be/ubhfGcTsJYE at 6 mins 17 seconds. 
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Appendix 4 - Romeo and Juliet - Is there a connection? 



Ellen Terry as Juliet. She was a 
friend of Jeanie Senior (nee 
Hughes) (see below). 


Ellen Terry (1847-1928), the leading Shakespearean 
actress of her day. See 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ellen Terry . 



'But, soft! what light through yonder window 
breaks? 

It is the east, and Juliet is the sun. 

Arise, fair sun, and kill the envious moon. 

Who is already sick and pale with grief. 

That thou her maid art far more fair than she:' 

Romeo and Juliet, Act II, Scene ii 


Choosing - Ellen Terry painted by George Frederick Watts in about 1864. She is shown 
choosing between earthly vanity (represented by the showy but scentless camelia) and 
spiritual purity (represented by the humble but fragrant violet). The theme of this painting 
parallels the theme of Watts' portrait of Jeanie Senior (nee Hughes), who was Watts' muse. 


629 





where Jeanie is portrayed tending a lily, representing spiritual purity and simplicity (see 
below). 

'Consider the lilies how they grow: they toil not, they spin not; and yet I say unto you, that 
Solomon in all his glory was not arrayed like one of these. If then God so clothe the grass, 
which is today in the field, and tomorrow is cast into the oven; how much more will he clothe 
you, O ye of little faith?' (Matthew 6:27-28). In other words, Ellen Terry is shown making the 
choice between earthly vanity and spiritual purity, whereas Jeanie Senior had already made 
that choice. 

There is an obvious connection, or at least parallel, between Romeo and Juliet and The 
Phoenix and the Turtle in that both tell a story of star-crossed lovers; 'star-crossed' in the 
sense that both pairs of lovers die tragic deaths. Further, The Phoenix and the Turtle is based 
on real life, being the story of the attempted rescue of a queen, Mary, Queen of Scots, and 
the subsequent deaths of both Mary and Thomas Salusbury (or supposed death in his case, 
according to our theory), and Romeo and Juliet is supposed to be based on a true story as 
well, being that originally recounted by Masuccio Salernitano in the 33rd novel of his II 
Novellino published in 1476, and later embellished/translated by Luigi da Porto (1485-1529), 
Matteo Bandello, Pierre Boaistuau, Arthur Brooke in his 1562 narrative poem The Tragical 
History of Romeus and Juliet and William Painter in his 1567 collection of Italian tales titled 
Palace of Pleasure, which included a prose version of the Romeo and Juliet story. 574 This 
latter was the basis of Shakespeare's play and was named (my emphasis) The goodly History 
of the true and constant love of Romeo and Juliett, which clearly parallels the frontispiece of 
Love's Martyr, which says that the work is 'Allegorically shadowing the truth of love in the 
constant fate of the Phoenix and the Turtle'. So, both tell a story which illustrates the truth of 
love, except that one (The Phoenix and the Turtle) is a true story of love unto death, while 
the other (Romeo and Juliet), at least in the form told in the play, is fiction. 

Of all the tragic love stories of the 16th century, or, at least, situations in that period where a 
man and a woman lost their lives together in the pursuit of some higher cause (not 
necessarily love), that of Mary, Queen of Scots, and Thomas Salusbury stands, in my view, 
above them all, because of the rank of those involved (a queen and a prince of the same 
blood royal) and the greatness of the cause they pursued (the fate of a kingdom and its 
adherence to either Roman Catholicism or Protestantism). Shakespeare did not therefore 
need an old tale of two young lovers in a foreign country; he had a much more tragic, 
harrowing and more recent example on his own doorstep. Nonetheless, the story of Mary, 
Queen of Scots, and Thomas Salusbury could not be told openly, so the device of clothing 
one story in another story would make sense, if that is what happened. But the story of 
Romeo and Juliet is romantic, even if tragic, whereas the story of Mary, Queen of Scots, and 
Thomas Salusbury is very far from being romantic; it is real and raw and deadly. It is a 
different order of love and tragedy altogether. 

One might say that, in a way. The Phoenix and the Turtle is the real Romeo and Juliet, which 
would make Thomas Salusbury the true Romeo of course. Is it possible that the real balcony 


574 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Romeo and Juliet#Sources; accessed 11/5/2018. 
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scene took place not between Romeo and Juliet in Verona but between Mary, Queen of 
Scots, and Thomas Salusbury in England, and possibly at Chartley Manor, where Mary was 
imprisoned before being taken to Fotheringay Castle, where she was executed? 



Chartley Manor. View showing the inside of the Courtyard of the Hall, which was of timber 
construction of two stories. There was an elaborate fountain of two stages in the centre. 
Inscribed to Lord Robert Lord Ferrers of Chartley by R. P. L. L. D., [Robert Plot], Drawn and 
engraved by Michael Burghers for Robert Plot's Natural History of Staffordshire, first 
published in 1686. No balcony as such, but the upper windows are, in effect, enclosed 
balconies. I assume that there are similar windows on the other side of the house. 
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Appendix 5 - Lineage of Hughes (Salusbury descendants) 

US branches of the family are in blue 



MAR GAB F. X E. HUGHE S, 

DOSXIXGTOJT PKIOST. CO. BERKS- 


Bookplate of Margaret Hughes (1797-1887) of Donnington Priory, Berks. 'Y Gwir Yn Erbyn Y 
Byd' ('The truth against the world') was supposed to have been the war-cry of Boudica. 

The progenitor of this family, Mwyndeg Hughes of Liverpool (d. 1712), was the son of a Mr. 
Hughes of 'Gelle Fawlor 1 (recte 'Gelli-ffowler'), 575 near Ysceifiog in Flintshire. 576 The family 
appears to be a branch of the Hughes family of Pant Gwyn, Ysceifiog, 577 who were 
descended in the male line from Edwin (d. 1073), Prince (sometimes referred to as King) of 
Tegeingl (that is the commotes of Rhuddlan, ColeshiII and Prestatyn), 578 founder of the 12th 
Noble Tribe of Wales, through an ancestor of the same name, Mwyndeg, whose pedigree is 
given in 19th century Hughes family papers (based on research carried out in the 
'Shrewsbury records' by a Mr. Morris) as: 


575 http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/gelli-ffowler.htm . 

576 http://www.bbc.co.uk/wales/northeast/sites/flintshire/pages/ysceifiogl.shtml . 

577 http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/gelli-ffowler.htm . 

578 http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/commotes.ipg . 
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Mwyndeg (living 1478) ap 579 Bel (living 1441) ap Daffydd Lloyd (?) ap Dafydd (d. c. 1413) ap 
Cynrig (d. bef 1398) ap Jevan ap Gruffyd (d. c. 1315) ap Madoc Dhu (d. bef 22/4/1301) ap 
Rhirid (d. bef 1292) ap Llywelyn ap Owain Trefynnon (b. c. 1130 d c 1200) ap Aldud (b. c. 
1095) ap Owain (b. c. 1058 d. c. 1104) ap Edwin, King of Tegeingl (living 1086) 580 

The descent of Bel ap Daffydd Lloyd from Madoc Dhu ('the Black 1 ) (d. before 22 Apr 130 1 581 ), 
Lord of Copa'r Goleuni, or 'The Hill of Light' (Gop Hill, Trelawnyd, legendary burial site of 
Boudica), 582 is confirmed by a memorial stone to Bell Lloyd (d. 1589), second of that name, 
being the grandson of Bel ap Daffyd Lloyd above, in the churchyard of St. Michael and All 
Angels, Trelawnyd, nr. Prestatyn. The descent of Madoc Dhu from Edwin is given in public 
sources, though it is now thought that Aldud may have been an adopted, not natural, son of 
Owain ap Edwin - possibly a kinsman of Gruffyd ap Cynan, Prince of Gwynedd (d. 1137).** 
Edwin was the son of a Saxon princess, Ethelfleda or Aldgyth, daughter of Edwin, Earl of 
Mercia, and he appears to have acquired Tegeingl as his inheritance out of the pre-Conquest 
Earldom of Mercia; the identity of his father is uncertain. Various families who are 
descended from Edwin, including Wynn of Copa'r Leni and Hughes (originally named 
Pennant it seems) of Terfyn, owned land within Tegeingl into modern times, and some may 
yet remain, making them possibly the longest-established landowners in the country. See 
Meyrick, Sir Samuel Rush, Heraldic Visitations of Wales and Part of the Marches, London, 
1896, Vol. 2, p. 299 for Wynn of Copa'r Leni and p. 305 for Pennant of Tre'r Ffynon. 

Mwyndeg ap Bell is shown on p. 297 where Edward ap Hugh ap Rhys ap Mwyndeg marries 
Janet Conway of Bodryddan. 583 


579 'ap' means 'son of'. 

580 Dates from Burke's Landed Gentry (1952) under Griffith of Gam and Powell of Nant-Eos. 

581 The date Madoc Dhu's son Gruffyd paid homage to Prince Edward, later Edward II, as Earl 
of Chester. 

582 https://www.bing.com/maps?osid=6ee7ea22-f322-473f-8c6c- 
002f54f0002b&cp=53.310802~-3.376273&lvl=16&style=s&v=2&sV=2&form=S00027 . 

583 http://www.bodrhyddan.co.uk/ . 
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Gop Hill or 'The Hill of Light', legendary burial site of Boudica (under a cairn called 'The Hill of 
Arrows' - where many ancient arrowheads have been found) and spiritual home of the 
Hughes family, from the south. The village is Trelawnyd. Apparently, it is possible, on a clear 
day, to see both Ireland and Scotland from top of Gop Hill (842 ft). 

The engraving on the tombstone at St. Michael and All Angels, Trelawnyd, nr. Prestatyn 
reads: 'DYMA LLE MAY YN GORFETH BELL LLOYD AP EDWARD AP BELL AP DD AP DD [AP] 
KENDRICK AP EVAN AP GRIFFETH AP MADOCK DDV A FV FAROW Y 8 DYDD OF YES MAI 
ANNO DO 1589'. Bell Lloyd was of the family of Lloyd of Henfryn (Henfryn is about 2km SW 
of Trelawnyd). 



SEPL'DCIHML. lull or l'.ELL LLOYD, XEWltAKKer. 


Memorial stone of Bell Lloyd dated 1589. At the bottom of the picture is the top portion of a 
rendering of the arms of Madoc Dhu (see illustration below). Newmarket has now been 
renamed Trelawnyd. 

The Peniarth MSS (MS 131), written by leuan Brechfa about the year 1500, tells us that 
Aldud 'held all ofTegeingl by spear and sword for three years over a grievance with its Lord, 
for which act he then received a pardon from the king'; this must have been the three years 
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following 1125 when Cadwallon ap Gruffudd ap Cynan killed three sons of Owain ap Edwin 
when they refused to accept the overlordship of Gruffudd ap Cynan as Prince of Gwynedd. 
Note that Gruffyd ap Madoc Dhu, above, married Gwladys, daughter of Owain ap Bleddyn ap 
Owain Brogyntyn, son of Madog ap Maredudd (d. 1160), Prince of Powys, whose wife, 
Susanna (daughter of Gruffudd ap Cynan, Prince of Gwynedd), was a great-granddaughter of 
Edwin of Tegeingl through her mother, Angharad, daughter of Owain ap Edwin of Tegeingl. 
This means that there is at least one line (and there are undoubtedly many more) from Jevan 
ap Gruffyd ap Madoc Dhu, above, to Edwin of Tegeingl as follows: 

Jevan ap Gwladys ferch 584 Owain ap Bleddyn ap Owain Brogyntyn ap Susanna ferch 
Angharad ferch Owain ap Edwin of Tegeingl. 

According to these 'Shrewsbury records', Thomas of Pant Gwyn, son of Mwyndeg ap Bel, 
above, married Janet, daughter of Gruffyd ap Dafydd ap Ithel Fychan, descended from 
Ednowain Bendew, founder of the 13th Noble Tribe. See Meyrick, Sir Samuel Rush, Heraldic 
Visitations of Wales and Part of the Marches, London, 1896, Vol. 2, p. 298 under Caerwys 
('Keyrws'). He had issue Hugh, who married Agnes, daughter of Thomas ap Edward, sister of 
Morgan ap Thomas of Golden Grove (as stated in Burke's History of the Commoners of Great 
Britain and Ireland, 1835, under 'Morgan of Golden Grove' 585 ). He had issue Edward, of 
Ysceifiog, who was of the first generation of this family to adopt the surname of Hughes, and 
who may have been the father or grandfather of Mr. Hughes of 'Gelle Fawlor', father of 
Mwyndeg Hughes of Liverpool. This would make the descent of Edward Hughes from Edwin 
as follows: 

Edward ap Hugh ap Thomas ap Mwyndeg ap Bel ap Daffydd Lloyd ap Dafydd ap Cynrig ap 
Jevan ap Gruffyd ap Madoc Dhu ap Rhirid ap Llywelyn ap Owain Trefynnon ap Aldud ap 
Owain ap Edwin, King of Tegeingl 

that is 16 generations covering a period of about five and a half centuries. 

Edward had a daughter, Mary, who married John Wynn of Llanverres(?), possibly modern 
Llanferres, who is not mentioned as Edward's heir, indicating that he had other issue. A 
relative of John Hughes (1790-1857) at the time, a Mrs. Foulkes, stated that the Hughes 
family were cousins of the Wynn(e) family of Coed Coch (nr Betws-yn-Rhos) 'making it 
probable that we came of this Edward Hughes, Mary Wynn's father', according to John 
Hughes. 

Given that Mwyndeg Hughes of Liverpool was married in 1707, he was certainly born not 
later than the last quarter of the 17th century, that is 1675-1700, and possibly earlier, given 
that he died in 1712. His father, Mr. Hughes of 'Gelle Fawlor', was therefore probably born in 
the mid-1600s, that is 1650-1675. Thomas ap Mwyndeg ap Bel was of the same generation 
as the Bell Lloyd ap Edward ap Bel (both being grandsons of the same Bel ap Dafydd), who 


584 'ferch' means 'daughter of'. 

585 http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/morgan of golden grove.pdf . 
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died in 1589, so it is not unreasonable to assume that Thomas' son, Hugh, could have lived 
into the first quarter of the 17th century, that is 1600-1625, which means that Hugh's son, 
Edward, could have lived into the next quarter of the 17th century, that is 1625-1650. On 
this basis, Edward, of Ysceifiog, could have been the father or grandfather of Mr. Hughes of 
'Gelle Fowler'. 586 

In a note written in February 1856, John Hughes (1790-1857), explained: 'From the peculiar 
name of my great-grandfather [Mwyndeg] and his nativity at Ysceifiog I conceive that he 
belonged to these folk [the Hughes of Pant Gwyn].' He also wrote: 'Our a/c by Mrs. Foulkes 
and all my father ever heard as a boy was that Gelle Fawlor in that parish was the estate and 
house owned by our immediate people which they got out of some 150 years ago [i.e. around 
1700].so it is evident that the connection to Gelle Fawlor ('Gelli-ffowler') and Ysceifiog was 
family knowledge long before the research carried out by Mr. Morris in the 'Shrewsbury 
records'. 

The name Mwyndeg appears only to occur in this branch of the Hughes family, though it is 
not unknown elsewhere, and means 'gentle and fair, tender, genial, affable'. 


MWYNDEG HUGHES (d. 1712), sea captain and merchant adventurer of Liverpool; born at 
Ysceifiog, son of a Mr. Hughes of 'Gelle Fawlor' (recte 'Gelli-ffowler') in that parish; m 1707 at 
Chester, Elizabeth Wood, sister and co-heir of Thomas Wood of Hillingdon, of the 'Daily 
Advertiser', and had issue, 

la THOMAS, of whom we treat 

2a Mundick or Mwyndeg (bapt 1712), no further information 
la Elizabeth (bapt 1709), no further information 

According to local historian. Hazel Formby of Tan-y-Llan, Ysceifiog, Gelli-ffowler was 
ultimately acquired by Flintshire County Council and split into at least five farms. It appears 
from a certain source that the actual burial place of King Arthur is a good deal less than a 
thousand metres from the farmhouse and on land which was possibly part of the farm at 
that time. Interestingly, when I first met Hazel Formby, she told me that King Arthur is buried 
in a cave near Ysceifiog, although she didn't say where. 

THOMAS HUGHES (1710-1776), Clerk in Holy Orders; educ Trinity Hall, Cambridge; ’having 
narrowly escaped in his youth the consequences of a Jacobite plot in which several of the 
sons of the Welsh gentry were involved’ (see Burke's Genealogical and Heraldic Dictionary of 
the Landed Gentry of Great Britain and Ireland, 1847, Vol. I, p. 612 under HUGHES OF 


586 See http://www.llgc.org.uk/index.php?id=284 for lists of the inhabitants of Ysceifiog in 
1681 and 1686. There are several Hughes families amongst whom might be the Mr. Hughes 
of 'Gelle Fowler', but this requires further investigation. Note that these lists show the name 
of the head of the household, the number of people in the household and the ages of all in 
the household under the age of 18. 
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DONNINGTON PRIORY), he became Headmaster of Ruthin School (Denbigh, North Wales) 
from 1739 and later Rector of Llanfwrog and Llansilyn; m Elizabeth (1720-1756, memorial in 
St. Peter's Church, Ruthin), daughter of Norfolk Salusbury of Plas-y-Ward, Denbigh, and 
Elizabeth Williams, daughter of Robert Williams of Ty Newydd, Llansilin (Llansilyn). The 
Salusbury family of Plas-y-Ward were a branch of the family of Salusbury of Lleweni (see 
SALUSBURY OF LLEWENI, Burke's Extinct and Dormant Baronetcies), who were descended 
from Maurice Wynn of Gwydir (d. 1580), senior male heir of the Princes of Gwynedd, and 
Katheryn (Catherine) Tudor of Berain (d. 1591), known as 'Mam Gwalia' or 'Mam Cymru' 
('The Mother of Wales'), grand-daughter, via her mother, Jane Velville, of Sir Roland de 
Velville (1474-1535), Constable of Beaumaris Castle, 587 a natural son of Henry VII (according 
to the Dictionary of Welsh Biography 588 ), and had issue. 



Ty Newydd, Llansilin (Google map ref: 52.834854,-3.177097). Next-door to Sycharth, the 
birthplace of Owain Glyndwr. Thomas Hughes (1710-1776) was the Rector of Llansilin. His 
wife's mother's family, the Williams of Ty Newydd) presumably went to the church at 
Llansilin (St. Silin's) and I would guess that is how they met. 


587 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Roland de Velville . 

588 http://vba.llgc.org.uk/en/s-CATR-BER-1534.html . 
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To tup. memory • 

OP RIJZAn KTTl , DAI Kit mtH OP NOKFOJX RAIJLTWIUKY. FJW 
or the famiu' op bachkohaici. in this county. . 
AND Min! or THOMAS |1UC1IIK8.CUUIK,AM. 
■MAKTI'.H OP Tint THRU JU1IOOI. IN 71 IIP TOWN I 
"ONE THAT PBAHKI1 ClOI'.Wmi AU. flKK llol’SK., AN!' OAVK 
•MIH'll A1A1.1 lO 77IP. IWOPlXi 


( ACTS. X 1 \ 

this TABurr is B n afaki i inp m- her appkcikikatk tMixnnm annr 
■wiixiwopjohn man.or AiSKiouinwiir.uraxw, mp.ucmi 

SHE WAS BUXXtOD 7JIE air OK DECEMBER. 17SB: AOKD Mt 
LEAVING WSTJli.KUZAHl'.TH.VOIOUVSJl APTKKWAR1 >.1 MARRIED 
TO‘THE HKvr IIKNRY NHW’aiMK, VICAR OK URKSKORD, 

anddied march tiik. nr ir«3.■ 

ANNE. ALREADY MENTIONED: 

ROBERT, WHO WENT INTO 77IE CI%7L SPXV1CE OP - 
THE IIONT EAST-INDIA COMPAjJY; 

AND DIED THE 217 OK APHII..1R03. 

SOON AFTER H18 RETURN 17AOM ABROAD: 

AND THOMAS. NOW’ IJVINO. 


The link between the Hughes family and the Salusbury family. Memorial to Elizabeth Hughes 
(d. 1756), nee Salusbury, in St. Peter's Church, Ruthin. 589 


la Robert (bapt 1747, d 1803), HEICS, apparently Rector of Gwyddelwern (1801-09), 
Llantysilio (Llangollen) (1838-43), Gwaunysgor (1843-46) and Llansantffraid-ym-Mechain 
(from 1846), but this must refer to his son, Robert. He m Frances Welsh and had issue two 
sons, Robert, who dsp, and Valentine (1785-1813), HEICS, who dsp, and a daughter, Frances 
(Fanny), who married her first cousin. Archdeacon Newcome (see below). He also had an 
illegitimate son, George Arthur Hughes (d. 1835), described as Indo-British, and may have 
had others. 


2a THOMAS HUGHES, of whom we treat 


la Elizabeth m Rev. Henry Newcome, Warden of Ruthin, and d 1783 having had issue Henry 
(author of The Autobiography of Henry Newcome, M.A.), Thomas (1777-1851), Rector of 


589 Her descents from Katheryn of Berain can be seen at 
http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/Sir Roland de Velville.pdf . See 
http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/salusburv tree.pdf for Katheryn of Berain's 
descendants. 
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Shenley, Herts, from 1802-1849, who married Charlotte, daughter of Thomas Winter of 
Shenley Hill (now Shenley Hall), Richard, Archdeacon of Merioneth, who married his first 
cousin Frances (see above), Elizabeth and Maria (The Newcome family were settled at 
Saltfle(e)tby, Lincolnshire from the time of Richard I; see BLG 1972 for a history of the family 
and also Burke's Dormant and Extinct Peerages under 'VISCOUNT NEWCOMEN') 

2a Anne m John Fryer of Taplow Lodge, Taplow, Bucks, a 'rich Welsh squire', and d at 
Wrexham on 14 Mar 1817 without issue. 

THOMAS HUGHES (1710-1776) m, secondly, Margaret Salusbury (or possibly Salesbury), 
cousin of his first wife, who d April 1799, aged 81 



Thomas Hughes (1756-1833), Canon of St. Paul's Cathedral, London. 

THOMAS HUGHES (1756-1833), Clerk in Holy Orders and a Doctor of Divinity, of Amen 
Corner, St. Paul's, London and Uffington, Berkshire; appointed tutor to the younger children 
of George III, namely the Dukes of Cumberland, Sussex and Cambridge, in 1777; Deputy 
Clerk of the Closet (Domestic Chaplain) to George III and IV; Perpetual Curate of Putney 
(1788-1803); Prebendary of Westminster Abbey (1793-1807); Rector of Peasemore, Bucks 
(1801-1807); Chaplain to the Duke of Cumberland (1802); Rector of Turweston, Bucks (1802- 
1804); Prebendary of St. Paul's Cathedral (1807-1833); Residentiary Canon of St. Paul's 
(1807-1833); Vicar of Chiswick (1808-1809); Rector of St. Mary's, Cilcain, Flints (1809-1826); 
Vicar of Uffington, Berks (1816-1833); m Mary Anne (1770-1853), daughter of Rev. George 
Watts, Vicar of Uffington (d. 1810), son of Rev. George Watts, Vicar of Uffington, Chaplain to 
George II and Master of the Temple Church, son of Rev. Henry Watts, Vicar of Uffington; a 
friend of Sir Walter Scott she wrote Letters and Recollections of Sir Walter Scott (Hutchinson, 
Horace G. (ed.); London; Smith Elder; 1904); they had an only child. 
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i'guvr J.P. for tty County of Berks* 



'Squire Brown, J.P., for the County of John Hughes as a young man. 
Berks' - John Hughes (1790-1857), an 
illustration from Tom Brown's School 
Days. 


JOHN HUGHES (1790-1857), JP, author, artist, antiquarian, poet, (he wrote the poem from 
which the motto of the Grand National Archery Society was taken - 'Union, Trueheart and 
Courtesie'), of Uffington House, Uffington, Berks, later of Donnington Priory, Newbury, 
Berks 590 (from 1833) and latterly of 7 The Boltons, West Brompton, London (from 1852) (see 
his entry in DNB); educ at Westminster and Oriel College, Oxford; author of Itinerary of 
Provence and the Rhone (1822) and The Boscobel Tracts (1830); he was 'Squire Brown', the 
archetypal English squire immortalised in Tom Brown's School Days, which was written by his 
second son, Thomas (see below); he m, firstly, Elizabeth Cook, who died in 1819, aged 22, 
having had issue a daughter, Henrietta Maria, who died in the same year, aged 6 months 
(memorial in St. Mary's, Uffington); he m, secondly in 1820, Margaret Elizabeth (1797-1887 
at Rugby, Tennessee, where she moved in 1881 following the death of her daughter, Jane), 
daughter of Thomas Wilkinson of Stokesley Castle (or Manor), Stokesley, Yorkshire, 591 and 
had issue. 


590 http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/donn.htm . 

591 http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/wilkinson royal descentl.pdf . Also 
http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/wilkinson royal descent2.pdf. 
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'Dear, dear Donnington' - Donnington Priory, nr. Newbury, Berks, with the River Lambourne. 
Home of the Hughes family from 1833 to 1852. Donnington Priory features in The 39 Steps 
as the sanctuary in Berkshire to which Richard Hannay fled from Scotland. 



George Edward Hughes (1821-1872), with George Herbert Salusbury Hughes (1853-1926). 


http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/wilkinson burkesl.jpg and 

http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/wilkinson burkes2.jpg . 
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la George Edward Hughes (1821-1872), barrister at the ecclesiastical bar, of Offley Place; 592 
educ at Rugby and Oxford; noted amateur cricketer and oarsman (he captained the Oxford 
boat that won the famous Henley boat race of 1843 with a crew of seven men), 'the simplest 
and most modest of country gentlemen' according to his obituary; he m his third cousin Anne 
(1831-1903) (being the grand-daughter of Elizabeth Salusbury's (d. 1756) brother, Robert (d. 
1776) of Cotton Hall, Denbigh), daughter of Samuel Steward, who was adopted by her 
mother's cousin, Elizabeth, Lady Salusbury (1793-1867), of Offley Place, Great Offley, Herts, 
widow of Sir Thomas Robert Salusbury, Bt (1783-1835), and had issue (who appear to have 
adopted the surname Salusbury-Hughes), 



Offley Place, Great Offley, Hertfordshire. 

lb George Herbert Salusbury (1853-1926), JP, last Squire of Offley; m 1888 Henrietta Louisa 
Beale (1856-1944) and had issue, 

lc Guy Salusbury (1882-1955); m, firstly, Edith Mildred Mary Maude and had issue. 


592 http://www.peerage.org/genealogv/offley.htm . 
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A Mosquito of 23 Squadron over Malta in June 1943. 

Id Kendrick Salusbury (b. 1910; killed in action 21 Jul 1943, Malta), DFC; Squadron Leader, 
23 Squadron, RAF Volunteer Reserve; m Audrey Stuart (1911-1998) and had issue, 

le David Salusbury (1936-1998); m Isobel Symington and had issue. 

If Roderick 
2f Nicholas 
If Judith 
2f Victoria 
3f Hester 
4f Phoebe 

le Pauline; m Patrick McGrath and has issue. 

If Patrick 

If Josephine (b. 1958), who m and has issue 
2f Annette Patricia (b. 1961) 

3f Veronica (b. 1964), who m and has issue 

Guy Salusbury (1882-1955) m, secondly, Dorothy - 

2c John Salusbury ('Jack'); m Erica Chittenden and had issue. 
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Id Jaqueline (1913-1980); m 1935 Kenneth ('Kate') Savill (d. 2008), CVO, DSO, of Chilton 
Manor, Chilton Candover, Hants, Col. 12th Royal Lancers, a Member of the HM Bodyguard of 
Gentleman at Arms (195 5-76), 593 and had issue, 

le Jill Elizabeth (d. 1942) 

2e Susan Erica (b. 1941) m Charles Rowland Marriott (b. 193 6), 594 of the Marriott family of 
Cotesbach, Leics., stockbroker, of Chilton Down, Chilton Candover, Hants, and has issue 
3e Pamela Rose Mary (b. 1942), of Well, Hants, m Capt. Nicolas van Moppes (1937-1979) 
and has issue Louise (b. 1969), who m George Richmond, and Alexander Nicolas (b. 1971), 
who m Clare Helen Kirkton 


COUNTRY LIFE 



Delightful deb - Pamela Savill in 1960, aged 18. The caption reads 'Miss Pamela Savill is the 
youngest daughter of Colonel and Mrs. Kenneth Savill, of Chilton Manor, Chilton Candover, 
Hampshire'. 

2b Edward Mwyndeg (1855-1881), d unm 

3b Walter John ('Jack') (b. 1858), m Olive Boyer and had issue. 


593 http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/comment/obituaries/article3167356.ece . 

594 http://www.thepeeraRe.eom/p7719.htm#i77182 . 
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lc Mabel Luz Olivette; m 1914 Vivian Mortlock Studd (b. 1891), Chev. Order of the Crown 
(Italy), Lt. 5th Battalion, Rifle Brigade, of the family of Oxton House, Kenton, Devon, and had 
issue. 

Id John Alnod Peter Studd, Pilot Officer (Spitfire Mk III), 66 Squadron; b. 1918, killed in 
action 19 Aug 1940 595 
Id Deidre 
2d Lavender 



Pilot Officer John Alnod Peter Wartime RAF poster. 
Studd, 66 Squadron RAF, 
killed in action 19 August 
1940, aged 22. 

'Never was so much owed by 
so many to so few' - Winston 
Churchill, 20 August 1940. 


4b Reginald George Hutton (b. 1860); Lt. Col. Oxford and Bucks Light Infantry, of Offley; m 
Marion Graham, daughter of Major-General Sir Thomas Graham KCB, and had issue, 

lc Edward Reginald Graham (1896-1915); 2nd Lieut. Oxford and Bucks Light Infantry; killed 
in action at the Battle of Loos on 25 Sep 1915 
2c Graham; killed in a flying accident 
lc Diana 
2c Nancy 

3c Margaret; m, firstly (div), R Yule and, secondly, Kenneth Ware 


595 http://www.findagrave.com/cgi-bin/fg.cgi?page=pv&GRid=78525028 . 
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SECOND LIEUTENANT E. R. G. HUGHES H. C. Bradby 

2nd BATTALION THE OXFORDSHIRE AND BUCKINGHAMSHIRE 
LIGHT INFANTRY 


Edward Reginald Graham Hughes was the eldest son of Lieutenant- 
Colonel Reginald George Hutton Hughes (O.R., 1874-1879), the Oxford and 
Bucks Light Infantry, of Offlcy,Hitchin, and his wife Marion Emily, daughter 
of Major-General Sir Thomas Graham, k.c.b. His grandfather was George 
Hughes (O.R., 1834), of Offley Place, Hitchin, the elder brother of Thomas 
Hughes (O.R., 1834), q.c., m.p., author of “Tom Brown’s School Days.” 

He entered the School in 1910, had his Cap in 1913, and was in the XXII 
in 1914. He had been a Cadet Officer in the O.T.C. for three Terms when 
he left, at the beginning of the War, for the R.M.C., Sandhurst, on a 
nomination granted by the Headmaster. He received his Commission in 
December, and joined the 3rd Battalion Oxford and Bucks Light Infantry, 
at Portsmouth, went to the Front in June, 1915, to the 2nd Battalion, and 
was employed in normal trench work till September 25th, when a general 
attack commenced. His Company was in reserve when his Platoon was 
ordered to reinforce a Company in front. 

The power of earnest leadership, which he displayed at School, developed 
further during his short time in the Army. A Private said:— 

“ He was a fine young Officer with never a sharp word for anyone, who 
could always get anything done that was wanted to be done, and was wor¬ 
shipped by the men, who would follow him anywhere.” 

The Colonel, writing of him to his father, said that his Captain was 
always speaking of the good work he did, often under trying circumstances, 
and added:— 

“ Your boy led his Platoon most gallantly, but was killed outright a very 
short way from our line.” 

It was the first time he had led his men in an attack. He fell on Sep¬ 
tember 25th, 1915, and was buried at Givenchy, in France. Age 19. 


EDWARD REGINALD GRAHAM HUGHES 


From 'Memorials of Rugbeians who fell in the Great War', vol. II 



Thomas Hughes (1822-1896) - Christian Socialist, author of Tom Brown's School Days and 
one of the founders of the Trade Union Movement. For many years a portrait of him hung in 
Congress House, headquarters of the Trades Union Congress (TUC), but it appears to have 
been removed. 'All through his life he strove passionately and ardently for those things in 
which he believed, deterred neither by the prejudices of the class to which he belonged nor by 
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the strength of the forces arrayed against him. And in the end persistence sometimes won 
what love and good-fellowship alone could not have accomplished. Were Tom alive today he 
would still know which way to head, and would be trudging straight down the road that 
leads there, perhaps drawing with him some of the faint of heart. It would be good to have 
him with us. ' (Mack, Edward. C. & Armytage, W. H. G., Thomas Hughes, Ernest Benn Ltd, 
London,1952). 



View of the River Dee from Thomas 
Hughes 1 house - 'Uffington', Dee Hills Park, 
Chester. 


'Uffington', Dee Hills Park, Chester - Built for 
Thomas Hughes (1822-1896). Google map ref: 
53.191248, -2.878653. 


2a Thomas Hughes (1822-1896), MP, QC, barrister, of Wimbledon, later of Park Street, 
Mayfair, London, and, from 1885, of 'Uffington', Dee Hills Park, Chester (see his entry in 
DNB); educ at Rugby (1834-1842) and Oriel College, Oxford (1842-1844); trained at Lincoln's 
Inn (1845-1846) and called to the bar in 1847. In 1848 he joined with Rev. Frederick Maurice 
(1805-1872) and Charles Kingsley (1819-1875) to found the Christian Socialist Movement. In 
the same year they started a paper called Politics for the People and in 1850 Hughes helped 
to set up the Society for Promoting Working Men's Associations. He was one of the early 
influences behind the formation of the Trade Union Movement of which he later became, as 
a barrister and QC (appointed 1869), a trusted legal expert and political adviser, being a 
member of the parliamentary committee of the Trades Union Congress. In 1854 the night 
classes that the Christian Socialists had been holding led to the formation of the Working 
Men's College, of which Thomas Hughes was principal from 1873 to 1883. He was actively 
involved in the Co-operative Congress, as its first President, and the Co-operative Wholesale 
Society. He was the Member of Parliament for Lambeth from 1865 to 1868 and then Frome 
from 1868 to 1874, where he represented the working class interest, and was appointed a 
County Court Judge for Chester in 1882. Towards the end of his life he drew apart from the 
Trade Union Movement and by 1892 had come to the conclusion that the Conservatives had 
done more for social legislation than the Liberals. He was the author of Tom Brown's School 
Days (1856), The Scouring of the White Horse (1859), Tom Brown at Oxford (1861), Religio 
Laid (1868), Life of Alfred the Great (1869), Memoir of a Brother, Early Memories for the 
Children (1899) and other works; founder of the co-operative settlement of Rugby, 
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Tennessee, which is now 'Historic Rugby'. 596 He died in Brighton in 1896 and was buried in 
Woodvale Cemetery, Brighton on 25 March 1896; he m 1847 Anne Frances ('Fanny') (1826- 
1901), daughter of Rev. Dr. James Ford (d. 1877), Prebendary of Exeter, son of Sir Richard 
Ford (1758-1806) and had issue, 

lb Walter Maurice (1850-1859), drowned in a childhood accident at Sunbury-on-Thames 
2b James Ford (1853-1914); emigrated to the USA in 1874 and established a business selling 
racehorses and polo ponies, dsp 
3b John (1856-1888), died of paralysis, dsp 
4b Arthur (b. 1863), no further information 

5b George (b. 1865); emigrated to the USA in 1882 and became a rancher in Kansas, 
establishing his own ranch at Stanley Farm, Rochester Road, North Topeka; 597 m Lena 
Cogdell and had issue, 

lc Thomas; m Marjorie Carlton and has issue. 

Id Nancy 

2c George (d. 1960); m Nancy Clyne (d. 1989) and had issue. 

Id Roger, attorney of Texas, m 1977 Esther Russell, lay pastor, and has issue, 

le Kelly Sarah (b. 1981) 

2e Lauren Anne (b. 1983) 

3e Jordan Elizabeth (b. 1987) 

Id Suzanne 

lc Carolyn; m Harmon D'Agostino and has issue. 

Id Sharon; m Benjamin Ramsharran (d. 2001) dsp 
lb Margaret Evelyn (1851-1856), died of scarlet fever 

2b Caroline Mary Henrietta (1854-1906) m Rev. Fraser Cornish of London, but dsp 
3b Mary (1860-1941), 'Comrade Mary Hughes', usually called simply 'The Comrade', 
philanthropist (see her entry in DNB), a Quaker and later, after the failure of the General 
Strike of 1926, a Communist (though she foresaw that Communism would collapse if it did 
not embrace Christianity), Labour councillor for Stepney and a Justice of the Peace (she was 
known for paying the fines of poor people who came before her), she dedicated her life to 
the poor of the East End of London and in 1926 founded the 'Dewdrop Inn' (a pun on 'Do 


596 http://www.historicrugby.org/ . 

597 

http://maps.google.com/maps?q=Topeka&sourceid=ie7&oe=&ie=UTF8&split=0&ei=vVUmS 

ua AlsPRi AfG7sTnBw&l 1=39.173191,-95.678043&spn=0.061482.0.109863&z=13 . 


648 







drop in') in Whitechapel, London, a refuge for the destitute, where she lived amongst the 
transient inhabitants, as a result of which she frequently became lice-ridden, and on account 
of this it was once said of her that 'Her lice were her glory!'-, Gandhi asked to meet her when 
he visited Britain in 1931 (she was the only person he asked to meet); George Lansbury, 
himself a much-loved figure in the East End, said: 'Our frail humanity only produces a Mary 
Hughes once in a century.'; dsp 



Mary Hughes (1860-1941), known as 'The Angel of the East End' (Hobhouse, Rosa; Mary 
Hughes; Rockliff; London; 1949; p. 123). 


“THE ANGEL OF THE 
EAS T EN D.” 

“Miss Hug hes” of Mayfair. 

From BETTY WILSON. 

LONDON, May 10. 

In a bare dusty hall at the end of one of those East End 
slum streets which still, in memory of a Ions time past, are called 
a “grove," the Bethnal Green Society of Friends held a memorial 
meeting for one of their members who was known as the "Angel 

of the East End." 

The Sydney Morning Herald, 5 June 1941 re Mary Hughes 


Sydney Morning Herald, 5 June 1941 (written shortly after her death) 

"THE ANGEL OF THE EAST END." 

"Miss Hughes" of Mayfair 
From BETTY WILSON. 

LONDON, May 10. 
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In a bare dusty hall at the end of one of those East End slum streets which still, in memory 
of a long time past, are called a "grove," the Bethnal Green Society of Friends held a 
memorial meeting for one of their members who was known as the "Angel of the East End." 

SOMETIMES she was called "Mary"; sometimes "Comrade." No one in the East End knew 
her as "Miss Hughes." Nor did they, until past mayors of Stepney, commenting on her habit 
of giving them a copy of "Tom Brown's School Days" when they came into office, realise[d - 
sic] that their Comrade Mary was the daughter of "Tom Brown's" great author; that she 
wasn't just "Comrade Mary," but Miss Hughes, of Mayfair. Mary Hughes was born in Park 
Street, Mayfair. Tennyson, Browning, and Kingsley were among the great Victorians who 
came to her home. Champions of the poor; great talkers when housing schemes for the East 
End were under discussion, they lived in the way they had always lived, among their books, 
in pleasant, orderly surroundings. All except Judge Hughes's daughter, Mary. 

Left Mayfair for Whitechapel. 

FORTY years ago she left Mayfair for Whitechapel, to help with the work which her sister, 
who married the vicar of St. Jude's, was doing among the poor of the parish. When the 
vicar and his wife went down in the Titanic, Mary went on with her work - and theirs. She 
bought a little "pub" off the Bethnal Green Road which she converted into what she liked to 
call her "Home of Education and Joy." Its name was changed to the Dew Drop Inn. No one 
who visited Comrade Mary at the Dew Drop Inn was allowed to go away without having 
had a meal there. It didn't matter whether Mary was at home or not. Those were her 
orders, and Mary, autocratic in some things, saw that they were carried out. 

Society of Friends Protested. 

SHE wore a dusty, not always clean, black dress with a black shawl round her shoulders - 
just like the women you will see in any part of the East End - round Whitechapel, 

Shoreditch, and Stepney. Sometimes she looked so shabby that the warden of the Society of 
Friends was moved to protest. "We did not always think that she was setting them an 
example in that." he said. But Mary always said: "My body is the dust-cloak of the spirit. 
What does it matter?" In her will she left her body to the London Hospital, in Whitechapel, 
where she died at the age of 81. "She should save her strength and not try to sing." the 
nurses told a Salvation Army worker who called to see her. But Mary died singing. 

She wore her old black dress wherever she went, and she slept on a board bed in a room 
little bigger than a cupboard, in the Dew Drop Inn, where the door was never locked, but 
Stepney saw that she was made a member of the Stepney Borough Council. She saw that 
some new housing estates went through before she let the other councillors approve the 
plans for a costly new town hall: she had "skilly" taken off the Stepney Workhouse 
breakfast menu, and saw that the men and women ending their days there got an egg or a 
little piece of bacon instead. 

They Talked of Mary. 
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SOME of the men who hod sat with her on the Stepney Council came to her memorial 
meeting. There was no service. Mary's friends came forward and laid a handful of flowers 
or a bunch of daffodils bought on a street corner on the plain deal table in the centre of the 
room. Then they talked about Mary. "She always told me to call her Mary and not Miss 
Hughes, and I never would," a crippled woman, wearing a Salvation Army uniform, said. 
"And then she'd go for me. You know how she could with all her gentle ways." "If anyone is 
fit to enter the Kingdom of Heaven, it's Mary. I don't know who else," said an old taxi driver. 
An elderly grey-haired woman brought a copy of "Tom Brown's School Days" which Mary 
had given her when she was married in St. Jude's Church forty years ago. "She was the first 
one who called me by my married name." she said. "We shall miss her dreadfully." 


Ann Cumming wrote of her: 'Only twice in my life have I experienced a halo. The halo was 
each time round Mary Hughes and connected with some minor incident. One occasion was 
when I suddenly sighted her unexpectedly ahead in the street and felt all that she meant and 
stood for; she appeared supernaturally bright, that was all. On another occasion a young 
hawker and I were about to sit down to lunch with her. The lad and I were arguing about 
something trivial. She came forward to the table, stood with her hands together and said 
grace in her natural way. And something in her words, her manner, her personality freshened 
the whole atmosphere. Everything was purer. Though artists use a surrounding light, I would 
say that a halo is an increased vividness seen in a saintly person.' (Hobhouse, Rosa; Mary 
Hughes; Rockliff; London; 1949; p. 97). 

'She lives as if Christ were in the house next door. Since 1914 she has worn no hat or gloves. 
She sleeps on a board. She writes only postcards because they save l/2d. Her food is bread, 
cheese and tea - and if someone else is hungry she doesn't eat at all. ’ (Hobhouse, Rosa; Mary 
Hughes; Rockliff; London; 1949; Pyper, Hugh; Mary Hughes; Quaker Home Service; 1985; 
DNB; Osborn, M.; Stone Upon Stone). 

4b Lilian (1867-1912) m 1890 Rev. Ernest Courtenay Carter (great-grandson of Henry 
Reginald Courtenay, Bishop of Exeter, and Lady Elizabeth Howard, daughter of Thomas 
Howard, 2nd Earl of Effingham), Vicar of St. Judes, a poor parish in London; both drowned in 
the Titanic disaster leaving no issue. He led the famous hymn service on board the Titanic on 
the night of the disaster. She was offered a place in a lifeboat but refused to leave her 
husband. 



Rev. Ernest Courtenay Carter (1858-1912), as a young man. 
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IN LOVING MEMORY OF 
ERNEST COURTENAY CARTER 
BORN 17TH FEBRUARY 1858 AND VICAR OF ST JUDE'S, 
WHITECHAPEL FROM NOVEMBER 1898 TO APRIL 1912 
AND OF LILLIAN HIS WIFE 

DAUGHTER OF THOMAS HUGHES THE AUTHOR OF TOM 
BROWN'S SCHOOL DAYS. BORN 3 rd MARCH 1867 
WHO AFTER 14 YEARS OF SELF SACRIFICE IN THE 
CAUSE OF RELIGION AND HUMANITY IN THIS PARISH 
MET DEATH WHEN THE TITANIC FOUNDERED IN 
THE ATLANTIC AFTER COLLISION WITH AN ICEBERG 
ON THE 15TH OF APRIL 1912. 

"LOVELY AND PLEASANT IN THEIR LIVES 
IN DEATH THEY WERE NOT DIVIDED" 

SHE REFUSED TO LEAVE HIM WHEN OFFERED 
A PLACE IN A BOAT 


From a memorial originally in St. Jude's, Whitechapel, which was later 
moved to St. Mary's, Longcot. Faringdon, Oxfordshire. 



Depiction of Rev. Ernest Courtenay Carter and Lilian Carter on the Titanic memorial plaque in 
St. Mary's, Longcot. 'Greater love hath no man than this, that a man lay down his life for his 
friends.' (John 15:13) 
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3a John Hughes (1824-1895), Clerk in Holy Orders; Vicar of Longcot, Berks (Oxfordshire since 
1974), m Elizabeth Howard (1808-1883), daughter of Thomas Courtenay, brother of William 
Courtenay (1777-1859), 10th Earl of Devon (see DEVON, E.), but dsp 

4a Walter Scott Hughes (1826-1846), Lieut Royal Artillery, who died of malaria 25 Apr 1846 
at Fort Canje, Berbice, British Guyana 598 

5a William Hastings Hughes (1833-1909), he set up in business as a sherry importer and was 
later proprietor of the South London Chronicle; emigrated to New York in 1878 following the 
death, in 1877, of his sister, Jane (below), with whom he and his children had been living 
since the death of his first wife; he later went to manage his brother's (Thomas) co-operative 
settlement at Rugby, Tennessee; m, firstly, Emily (1838-1864), daughter of George Clark 
(1809-1874), Archdeacon of St. David's, and Anna Eliza Frances nee Senior (b. 1808) (see 
lineage of Senior above) and had issue, 

lb William George (1859-1902); he emigrated to the USA in 1878 and became a noted 'Texas 
pioneer', building up a substantial ranch of about 7,000 acres near Boerne, Texas, which was 
sold after his death in a railway accident (see his biography: Perry, Garland, An American 
Saga - William George Hughes 1859-1902, Boerne, 1994); m 1888 Lucy Caroline Stephenson 
and had issue, 

lc George (b. 1892) who m Frona Rice and had issue. 

Id Octavia; educ Harvard; sometime of the Museum of Fine Art, Boston 
2d Anita (d. 1988); educ St. Mary's Hall, San Antonio, Texas, Smith College, North Hampton, 
MA, and New York University School of Law; attorney in Houston, Texas; sometime Vice- 
President Austral Oil Co; Corporate Secretary of Floyd Oil Corp; dsp 

2c Gerard (b. 1895) m Charlotte - (1904-1995) and had issue. 

Id Thomas, attorney, of California, m, firstly, Caralisa Pollard and has issue, 

le Gerard Hastings, film-maker, of California 

le Charlotte, investment manager, of California; m Christopher Combs and has issue. 

If Margaret 

Thomas, attorney, of California, m, secondly, Kathy - and has issue, 
le Elizabeth 

Id Marion m Tom Steele and has issue. 


598 http://www.peeraRe.org/genealogy/fort canje.htm . 
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le Thomas, investment manager, of California 

le Susan, sometime manager with AT&T, of Massachusetts; m Edwin McMullen, manager 
with AT&T, and has issue. 

If Charlie 
If Maggie 

2d Jean m Dr. E Robert Terhune, dentist, of New Hampshire, and has issue, 
le John, dentist, of New Hampshire; m Pam - and has issue. 

If Conor 

2e Robert, NH State Trooper 

le Margaret, MD, of Kentucky; m Will Maragos, MD 
3d Anne m Stuart Schaefer and has issue, 

le Katherine, psychologist, of Oregon; m Frank Rey and has issue. 

If Cody 
2f Sam 

2e Sally, RN, of Wisconsin; m Kent Klagos and has issue. 

If Tim 
2f Jodi 
3f Jami 
4f Dan 

lc Jeanie (b. 1889), a Jungian therapist, dsp 

2b Gerard (1861-1894); he emigrated to the USA in 1882 and became a partner in his elder 
brother's Texas ranch (see above); accidently drowned off the coast of Massachusetts; dsp 
3b Henry (1862-1896); he emigrated to the USA in 1879 and became a partner in his elder 
brother's Texas ranch (see above) and later worked for John Murray Forbes (see below); 
drowned in the sinking of the 'Drummond Castle' when it hit a reef at night off the coast of 
France; dsp 

lb Emily Margaret Alison (b. 1863); in 1881 she accompanied her grandmother, Margaret 
Hughes (1797-1887), to her uncle's (Thomas Hughes) co-operative settlement at Rugby, 
Tennessee; after Margaret Hughes' death in 1887 she went to live with her father and his 
second wife at Highland Farm, Boston; in 1930 she and her husband moved to Kenya with 
their son, where it is probable she died after 1936; m 1902 Ainslie Marshall, a former settler 
at Rugby, and had issue, 

lc Henry ('Harry') Marshall (d. 1964), established a farm at Sotik, Kenya and appears to have 
dsp in South Africa 
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William Hastings Hughes (1833-1909) m, secondly, Sarah (1853-1917), daughter of the great 
American railway magnate, John Murray Forbes of Boston (1813-1898) (this is the family of 
John Forbes Kerry (b. 1943), US Secretary of State), and had issue, 

lb Walter Scott (1888-1953), a physicist and chemist who was instrumental in developing 
the glass electrode; m, firstly in 1924 (div 1931), Dorothy (1896-1956), daughter of Edwin 
Howard Pease and had issue, 

lc John Hastings (1925-1985) m, firstly in 1952 (div 1964), Patricia Yarwood ('Cherie') and 
had issue. 

Id John Forbes (b. 1955), Associate Professor of Maths, Brown University; m 1992 Cynthia 
Cardon and has issue, 

le John Hastings Cardon ('Jack') (b. 1996) 
le Margaret Cardon ('Meg') (b. 1994) 

Id Charmienne Sergeant (b. 1954) who m, firstly in 1977 (div 1978), John Michael Culbreath 
and, secondly in 1994, John Wesley Pohlman 

John Hastings (1925-1985) m, secondly in 1965, Shirley Joan Parker 

Walter Scott (1888-1953) m, secondly in 1931, Paula Mason (1903-1995) and had issue, 

lc Arthur Pelham (b. 1943), artist, of New York, m, firstly in 1965 (div 1994), Ingrid Jean 
Blaufarb (b. 1945) and has issue. 

Id Aaron (1968-1999), artist, of Paris 


Losing Aaron 



INGRID BLAUFARB HUGHES 


Losing Aaron by Ingrid Blaufarb Hughes (Hamilton Stone Editions, 2016). 
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Id Stasha (b. 1966), film-maker, of New York, m 2005 Sotirios Melissis, composer, of New 
York 

le I liana Hughes Melissis (b. 15 Mar 2008) 

Arthur Pelham (b. 1943) m, secondly in 1997, Lanie Fleischer (b. 1941) 

lc Margaret I (1932-1979) m 1955 (div) Robert Sun Choy Young (b. 1932) and had issue. 

Id Colin Hoe (b. 1956); m 1992 Lea Haratani (b. 1958) and has issue, 

le Holden Mason (b. 1994) 
le Kamila Ren (b. 2000) 

2c Kathryn Elizabeth (1937-2010), playwright and dancer, of Washington; m, firstly in 1955 
(div), Keith Woodruff Hoyt (1931-1977) and had issue. 

Id Marni (b. 1956), who adopted the surname Hughes 

Kathryn Elizabeth (1937-2010) m, secondly in 1965, Edwin Pearl, and, thirdly in 1971, Ralph 
Rinzler (1934-1994), founder of the Smithsonian Festival of American Folklife 

'During the many years the Rinzlers lived in Washington, they owned a wonderful large row 
house on Ninth Street , SE [less than two miles from the White House and less than a mile 
from the Capitol], full of folk art that they had collected. "Jam sessions" were held here, with 
musicians hanging out in the spacious gardens. And it was here that they hosted many a 
reception for luminaries they had known through the Festival, the folk music scene, and the 
civil rights movement. The Rinzlers spent their down-time on Naushon Island, off the coast of 
Cape Cod, a large private island owned by Kate's family [The family of her grandmother, 
Sarah Forbes]. The family would gather in the handful of houses on the property, and they 
would travel around by horse and carriage as there were no automobiles on the island. It was 
a blissful spot, a place for relaxation and creativity .' (Place, Jeff, Remembering Kate Rinzler, 
24/6/2011 599 ). 


599 https://festival.si.edu/blog/2011/remembering-kate-rinzler/ . 
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Faith and Jim driving 'Blitzen' on Naushon Island. 

Naushon. 


lb Dorothea (1891-1952), nurse and philanthropist, a Quaker; educ Milton Academy and 
Radcliffe College and then trained as a nurse in New York; author of Jane Elizabeth Senior: A 
Memoir (1915); helped to establish the Warsaw School of Nursing in 1920 (for which she was 
decorated by the Polish government); worked as a volunteer nurse at the American Farm 
School, a Quaker establishment, at Salonica, Greece, in 1923/4 helping refugees in the 
aftermath of the Second Greco-Turkish War (see Loch, Joice Nankivell; A Fringe of Blue; An 
Autobiography, John Murray; 1968); founded the Quaker 'Friends' College' in Jamaica in 
1931, along with other charitable institutions on that island, including a co-operative farm; 

'In her personal life she was plain to the point of austerity. Although she inherited a fortune 
she spent practically none of it on herself She lived completely simply, usually travelled 
second class, dressed inconspicuously and made no concessions to current fashions. It was 
deeds, not words, which counted with her; she abominated sham and hypocrisy and never 
indulged in uplift talk. She may never have talked about her religion, but she lived a life of 
devotion to others, a life of self-sacrifice and cheerfulness.' (Dorothea Hughes Simmons - A 
Biography, Education Committee, Jamaica Yearly Meeting of Friends). Joice NanKivell Loch, 
in her autobiography A Fringe of Blue (1968) wrote this sketch of Dorothea at the Farm 
School, Salonica: 'Dorothea gave a scholarship to the [school] and at one committee meeting 
threw a cheque for £25,000 over the table....At the same time she threw a second cheque for 
£25,000 across for Friends... to start a laboratory to study and combat malaria and 
blackwater fever.... Dorothea Hughes could drive some members of the unit to madness. She 
was extremely witty and had a very astute mind which saw through most situations, so that I 
think her behaviour was quite deliberately planned to tease the more conventionally-minded. 
She often had a streaming cold and would come to committee meetings flourishing a toilet 
roll or an old pair of camiknicks as hankerchiefs.' £50,000 would be $3.5 million today; she m 
1929 David Simmons (1889-1960), a planter of Castle Daly, Jamaica, but dsp 
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Dorothea Hughes (1891-1952) - 'She was a veritable patron saint to the loving people in the 
Island [Jamaica] and they looked to her to solve all their troubles. Her memory will live long 
among them, and it is not too much to think that her name will become a legend .' (Rose T. 
Briggs 600 ) 

"Tribute to Dorothea Hughes Simmons" by Helen Abrikian 

The Daily Gleaner 

13/12/1978 601 

[Note that this was written more than 25 years after her death.] 

'Who says seeds aren't sown? A few years ago a young Jamaican sat in my living room and 
said, "I can't believe that nothing good happened in Jamaica before 1938." He enlarged upon 
this, referring to the possibility that seeds of service and vision must have been sown before 
1938 of which people today do not know. 

This brief incident came to my mind when I read recently the history of the Social Welfare 
Development Commission and of the exciting development of the wool co-operative at 
Walker's Wood, St. Ann. Almost immediately I thought of Dorothea Hughes Simmons who 
lived in Walker's Wood from 1929 to 1954.1 have in my possession two woolen blankets. The 
wool was from Jamaican sheep, spun by the members of the wool co-operative she 
sponsored in the 40's in Walker's Wood, and woven at Friends College, Highgate, St. Mary. 
Who dares say seeds aren't sown? 

Dorothea Simmons was the only daughter of rich Americans - rich not only in wealth, but rich 
in vision, in practical ideas, and in generosity. Two of the many gifts given by her family were 
the meteorological Blue Hills Observatory in Milton, Massachusetts to the city of Boston, and 
an Art Museum to Harvard University. 

One of Mrs. Simmons many gifts was a hospital to Poland after World War I, a hospital which 
she supported for five years and which has been stated in the annals of the American Red 


600 http://www.hailehigh.com/simmons school.php . 

601 http://www.hailehigh.com/simmons school.php. 
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Cross as being the best example, at the time, of American standards of nursing. Another was 
Friends Collegeat Highgate, St. Mary of which many Jamaicans living today have never 
heard. 

Many of the students as well as persons who visited the college believe, even now, that it 
was financed by Friends (Quakers). Not so. Mrs. Simmons was completely responsible for it 
financially, but, in great humility, she did not want credit or recognition for this. Flence the 
name. Friends College. She it was who sent Gertrude Morris, its first principal, to study Social 
Case Work. 

She it was who paid for the Public Health Training of the first nurse who gave a course in this 
subject in the Caribbean. Willy Gertig, a refugee from Nazism, a skilled craftsman, developed 
a variety of crafts to a high degree. 

Aware of the importance of early childhood, the first nursery school for children of low- 
income families was established, and used as the demonstration center for the course in 
Child Study and Psychology, taught by the writer of this article. 

Mrs. Simmons assumed responsibility for staff, land, buildings, students, and in some cases 
dependents of students. She even provided a car for the work of the college, which staff could 
use for their own private purposes, only paying for the gas. 

The student enrollment was not large. They came from as far afield as Guyana (the British 
Guyana) and Belize (then British Honduras). Among its first Jamaican students were Florette 
Case, whose work was recently recognized at Porus, and Haggith Moore McCalla, early 
workers with Jamaica Welfare. 

Visitors to the college were many. To name a few, Norman Manley, Dora Hibetson, Philip 
Sherlock, Edith Clark and Frank Lauback, who planned his "each one, teach one" literary 
project there. Alex Frazer, who along with Aggrey founded Achimota College in what was at 
that time the Gold Coast, was its second principal. 

The greatness of Mrs. Simmons was that she was willing for her seeds to sprout, and be 
reaped by someone else. Consequently when the Jamaican government established Public 
Health work throughout the island and also social services she transferred her pioneering 
work to another field - her seeds had sprouted. She was far ahead of her time. 

To this day Jamaica is greatly indebted to this lady, who never sought praise or recognition. 
All she wanted was the alleviation of some of Jamaica's besetting problems - poverty, ill- 
health, delinquency, ignorance .' 

6a Henry Salusbury Hughes (1836-1861), who died in Morocco while recuperating from the 
effects of a childhood shooting accident 

tong years ago I knew a young man at college; he was so far from being intellectually 
eminent that he had great difficulty in passing his examinations; he died from the effects of 
an accident within a very short time after leaving university, and hardly any one would now 
remember his name. He had not the smallest impression that there was anything remarkable 
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about himself and he looked up to his teachers and more brilliant companions with a loyal 
admiration which would have made him wonder that they should ever take notice of him. 

And yet I often thought then, and I believe, in looking back, that I thought rightly, that he was 
of more real use to his contemporaries than any one of the persons to whose influence they 
would most naturally refer as having affected their development. The secret was a very 
simple one. Without any special intellectual capacity, he somehow represented with singular 
completeness a beautiful moral type. He possessed the "simple faith miscalled simplicity" and 
was so absolutely unselfish, so conspicuously pure in his whole life and conduct, so 
unsuspicious of evil in others, so sweet and loyal in his nature, that to know him was to have 
before one's eyes an embodiment of some of the most lovable and really admirable qualities 
that a human being can possess... [His companions] might affect to ridicule, but it was 
impossible that even ridicule should not be of the kindly sort; blended and tempered with 
something that was more like awe - profound respect, at least, for the beauty of soul that 
underlay the humble exterior.' - Sir Leslie Stephen (1832-1904) 602 about Henry ('Harry') 
Hughes. 

7a Arthur Octavius Hughes (1840-1867), Cornet 1st Dragoon Guards (Dec 1862 to Jan 1863) 
then 18th Hussars (from Jan 1863; Lt. from Apr 1864; Regt. to India Jun 1864), died of 
heatstroke in India (Secunderabad 603 ) on 8 May 1867 

la Jane Elizabeth ('Jeanie') Hughes (b. 10 Dec 1828 at Uffington; d. 24 March 1877 at 98 
Cheyne Walk, Chelsea, memorial St. Mary Abbots, Kensington), humanitarian (see her entry 
in DNB under 'Senior, Jane Elizabeth'), she trained as a vocalist under Garcia and was 
considered to be possibly the most gifted amateur singer of her day; on occasion she sang in 
private with Jenny Lind, the 'Swedish Nightingale', who was a friend; she was asked to test 
the acoustics of the newly-built Albert Hall; pioneer of social housing and of social housing 
finance with Octavia Hill (co-founder of the National Trust), another friend; one of the co¬ 
founders of the British Red Cross (she is listed as a member of the Ladies Committee in the 
Society's report of 1870-71), for whom she was a volunteer during the Franco-Prussian War 
(1870-71) and for which work she was awarded the Red Cross Medal; appointed in 1873 by 
Sir James Stansfeld, President of the Local Government Board, as Assistant Inspector of 
Workhouses (Inspector 1874), which made her the first female civil servant in Whitehall, and 
author, at his request, of an official (but controversial) report on the education and 
treatment of girls in pauper schools, which advocated the 'boarding out' of girls with foster 
families (Report by Mrs. Senior on Pauper Schools; January 1874); founder of the 
Metropolitan Association for Befriending Young Servants 1874; 604 founding co-sponsor of 
the Girls' Friendly Society 1875; 605 probable model for the character 'Dorothea' in her friend, 
George Eliot's, Middlemarch; see also the portraits of her by George Frederick Watts, whose 


602 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Leslie Stephen . 

603 http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/secunderabad.htm . 

604 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/MABYS . 

605 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The Girls' Friendly Society . 
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muse she was (Mrs. Nassau Senior, 1859, The National Trust, Wightwick Manor, 
Wolverhampton), and Sir John Everett Millais (The Rescue, 1855, National Gallery of Victoria, 
Australia); she was also photographed by Julia Margaret Cameron, who was another friend; 
through her father-in-law's (Nassau William Senior 606 ) association with people like Sir Henry 
Taylor 607 and Sir Leslie Stephen 608 (father of Vanessa Bell and Virginia Woolf) and her own 
friendships with Lord Tennyson 609 (who fell in love with Charlotte Rosa Baring (see above), 
aunt of Jeanie's daughter-in-law, Mabel Barbara Hammersley), George Eliot, 610 Annie 
Thackeray, 611 Julia Margaret Cameron, 612 George Watts, 613 Ellen Terry, 614 Adelaide 
Sartoris, 615 Thoby and Sara Prinsep, 616 Tom Taylor, 617 the Strachey family (to which she was 
closely related through her sister-in-law, Minnie Senior), 618 her own brother, Thomas 
Hughes 619 and his friends and associates (such as Maurice 620 and other Christian 


606 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nassau William Senior . 

607 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Henry Taylor (dramatist) . 

608 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Leslie Stephen . 

609 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tennyson . 

610 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/George Eliot . 

611 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anne Isabella Thackeray Ritchie . 

612 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Julia Margaret Cameron . 

613 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/George Frederic Watts . 

614 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ellen Terry . 

615 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Adelaide Kemble . 

616 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Prinsep . 

617 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tom Taylor . 

618 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/John Strachey (journalist) . 

619 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thomas Hughes . 

620 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Frederick Denison Maurice . 


661 


















Socialists 621 ), she was part of that group which gave birth to the Bloomsbury Group 622 ; after 
her early death a friend wrote: 'Surely a more beautiful life has scarcely ever been lived. Its 
very brevity seems almost in keeping. It was a concentration of sweetness and beauty which 
could, one would fancy, hardly have lasted longer than those 49 short years' and in 
Recollections of the Hughes family Walter Money wrote: 'If any lady of the 19th century, in 
England or abroad, could have been allowed to put in a claim for the credit of not having 
lived in vain, that woman, we honestly believe, was Mrs. Nassau Senior.'; see her biography 
by Sybil Oldfield, Jeanie, an 'Army of One' - Mrs. Nassau Senior (1828-1877), the First Woman 
in Whitehall, Sussex Academic Press, 2008; she m 1848 at St. Mary's Church, Shaw-cum- 
Donnington, nr. Newbury, Nassau John Senior (1822-1891), barrister, of Hyde Park Gate, 
London, and had issue, 

Walter Nassau Senior (b 16 Mar 1850 at Donnington Priory, Newbury, Berks; d 20 Oct 1933), 
barrister, of 98 Cheyne Walk, London (until 1904); 12 Chichester Terrace, Brighton (until 
1912), Branksome, Saffrons Rd, Eastbourne (until 1920) and then 50 St. John's Rd, 

Eastbourne and also of The Haven, Heatherwood Park Road, Totland, Isle of Wight (until 
1924). Educated at Rugby and University College, Oxford. Student at Lincoln's Inn in 1871, 
called to the Bar in 1875. He was an equity draftsmen and conveyancer who had chambers 
in Lincoln's Inn at 2 Old Buildings in 1880 and 21 Old Buildings by 1885 (Foster's 'Men-at-the- 
Bar' lists him at 21 Old Square). From 1890 he does not have a chambers address so 
presumably ceased to practice. He m 27 Oct 1887 Mabel Barbara (1864-1943), daughter of 
Hugh Hammersley, banker, sometime of Sun House, Chelsea; Cromwell Gardens, London 
and Warren House, Kingston-upon-Thames and had issue, with a daughter, Jennie (b 8 Oct 
1896; d 27 Oct 1896) an only son, 

Oliver Nassau Senior, BA, ARICS, farmer and Chartered Surveyor, late of Park Manor, 8 St. 
Aldhems Road, Branksome Park, Poole, Dorset (1985-92); 12 Minterne Grange, Crichel 
Mount Rd., Lilliput, Poole, Dorset (1971-1985); Purbeck Cottage, Chaddesley Glen, Poole, 
Dorset (1959-1971); Ardencote, Alington Rd., Poole, Dorset (1955-59); 24 Northmoor Road, 
Oxford (1946-1955); Belmont House, Thame, Oxon (1936-1946); 25 Newton Court, Church 
St., Kensington (1935-1936); Mill Dene, Eastbourne Road, Seaford, Sussex (1931-1935); 
Cambridge (1930-1931); Tideways, Bosham, Sussex (Winter 1929); The Bough Farm, 

Burwash Common, Sussex (1925-1929); b 28 Nov 1901 at 98 Cheyne Walk, Chelsea, London; 
educ St. Peter's, Chesterfield Rd., Eastbourne 1912-15; Haileybury 1915-17, Eastbourne 
College (changed school following a bout of double pneumonia) 1917-19; Studied for 
Responsions for Oxford at a private crammer in Eastbourne 1919-20; Univ. College, Oxford 
(B.A. Agric.) 1921-24; Farming pupil at Iford Farm (prop. J & H Robinson), Sutton House, 

Iford, nr. Lewes, Sussex (1924-25); Farming in Burwash, Sussex 1925-29; Studied crop 
husbandry, Cambridge 1930-31; Served articles (ARICS 1933) with Powell & Co., Lewes, 
Sussex 1931-35; Working independently in London 1935-36; Land Agent for E H Dashwood 
Esq, Aston Rowant Estate, Oxon 1936-38; Asst. Land Agent, HQ Eastern Command, London 


621 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Christian Socialist . 

622 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bloomsbury Group . See also Boyd, Elizabeth French; 
Bloomsbury Heritage - Their Mothers and the Aunts; Hamish Hamilton; London; 1976. 
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1938-40; Asst. Land Agent, War Dept., Oxford 1940-46; Senior Asst. Land Commissioner, 

Min. of Ag., Gloucester 1946-48; Asst. Bursar, St. John's College, Oxford 1948-55; President 
Architecture & Surveying Institute 1934; m 8 Sep 1927 Dorothy (b 31 May 1904; d 27 Dec 
1987), sometime secretary to Rudyard Kipling at Bateman's (Burwash, East Sussex), daughter 
of Herbert Heaton Gardner-Smith (1869-1922) and Annie Elizabeth nee Pierce (1874-1918); 
d 30 Jun 1992 having had issue Pamela Mary Senior (b. 25 Aug 1928) and Anne Barbara 
Senior (b. 1 Jan 1933). 



Jane Elizabeth ('Jeanie') Hughes (1828-1877) - humanitarian. 'You were arrayed almost 
single-handed, a noble army of one... Who will take your place? Who will redeem our 
generation?' Florence Nightingale - Letter to Jeanie Senior, 7 Dec 1874. There is evidence 
that Florence Nightingale believed Jeanie Hughes to be a Christ-like Redeemer figure. 

'The sweetest face I ever saw. Masses of golden hair, bright as a young child's, shaded the 
delicate, transparent features.' - Sarah Forbes, daughter of John Murray Forbes, the US 
railway magnate, on visiting Jeanie in the 1870s. 

7 have lost a friend who could never be replaced even if I had a long life before me, one in 
whom I had unbounded confidence, never shaken in the course of friendship very rare during 
26 years, Mrs. Nassau Senior, whom I dare say you remember talking about with me, who 
was called by a friend of yours "That Woman”. I think when you read the biography of "That 
Woman", for it is one that will be written, [you will find] that very few canonized saints so 
well deserved glorification, for all that makes human nature admirable, lovable, & estimable, 
she had very few equals indeed, & I am certain no superior. It is not too much to say that 
children yet unborn will have cause to rue this comparative early death.' G F Watts, in a letter 
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written shortly after Jeanie Senior's death in 1877 to his particularly sexist patron, Charles 
Rickards (1812-1886) 

'She seems too high, too near, too great to grieve about...' Octavia Hill, co-founder of the 
National Trust, in a letter to Sydney Cockerell, 1877. 

'Not for the bright face we shall see no more. 

Not for the sweet voice we no more shall hear; 

Not for the heart with kindness brimming o'er. 

Large charity, and sympathy sincere. 

These are not things that ask a public pen 
To blazon its memorial o'er her name; 

But, that in public work she wrought with men. 

And faced their frowns, and over-lived their blame. 

Yet never swerved a hair's breadth from the line 
Of woman's softness, gentleness and grace; 

But brought from these an influence to refine 
Rough tasks and squalid, and there leave its trace.' 

Extract from a poem In Memoriam which was published in Punch in 1877. 
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Mrs. Nassau Senior - Jane Elizabeth 
('Jeanie') Senior (1828-1877) painted 
by George Frederick Watts in 1857-8 
when Jeanie was 30 (National Trust, 
Wightwick Manor, Wolverhampton). 


The Rescue (1855) by John Everett Millais, 
National Gallery of Victoria. Jane Senior was 
the model for the mother; her son, Walter, 
aged 5 at the time, was the model for the little 
boy. 


With regard to The Rescue John Ruskin wrote: 'It is the only great picture exhibited this year; 
but this is very great. The immortal element is in it to the full. It is easily understood, and the 
public very generally understand it.' Millais, John Guille (his son); The Life and Letters of Sir 
John Everett Millais, President of the Royal Society; New York; 1899; p. 247-259 states: 'The 
following interesting note on "The Rescue" is taken from the Table Talk of Shirley, as quoted 
in Good Words of October, 1894: - ”1 knew Thomas Spencer Baynes intimately for nearly forty 
years. For ten years thereafter Baynes was my constant correspondent. From London he 
wrote to me as follows on May 25th, 1855: - 7 went in for half an hour to the Royal Academy 
yesterday, but as I was almost too tired to stand, and did not stay any time, I shall say 
nothing about it, only this, that the face and form of that woman on the stairs of the burning 
house ["The Rescue"] are, if not, as I am disposed to think, beyond all, quite equal to the best 
that Millais has ever done, not forgetting the look of unutterable love and life's deep 
yearning in "The Huguenot ." And those children! Ah me! I can hardly bear to think of it; yet 
the agony is too near, too intense, too awful, for present rejoicing even at the deliverance. 
And that smile on the young mother's face has struggled up from such depths of speechless 
pain, and ex- presses such a sudden ecstasy of utter gratitude and over- mastering joy, that it 
quite unmans me to look at it. It is the most intense and pathetic utterance of poor human 
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love I hove ever met'" and 'The latest note on the picture appeared in the Daily News of 
January 1st, 1898, in which it is said: - "'The Rescue' has a vigour and a courage that rivets 
attention. The immortal element (as Ruskin said at the time) is in it to the full. It was studied 
from the very life. Millais and a trusty friend of those early days hurried off one night to 
where a great fire was raging, plunged into the thick of the scene, and saw the effects which 
his memory could retain and his hand record. What a grappling it is with a difficulty which no 
other painter had so treated before. It is a situation which is dramatic; the rest is Nature. In 
the pose of the mother, as she reaches out those long arms of hers, straight and rigid and 
parallel, there is an intensity of expression that recalls his Pre- Raphaelite days. The figure of 
the child escaping towards her from the fireman's grasp shows what mastery of his art he 
had gained in the interval." and 'Millais himself knew this to be his best work.' 

The lily is, of course, a symbol of the House of David. 

The following is quoted from From the Porch (p. 257 et seq) by Annie Thackeray, Lady 
Ritchie: 

'Mrs. Senior's name will always be associated with that of MABYS, 623 of which she was 
indeed the founder, feeling as she did the want of some such help for girls coming out of 
workhouse schools and asylums, friendless and homeless, leaving the shelter and limitations 
in which they had been brought up for the world, where rules are not, nor safeguards, and 
the results were often disastrous, as they still are at times. 

The old friends looked at each other with a common feeling of pleasure in that one woman's 
achievements, and in the charm of a personality still present after a quarter of a century. 
What follows is but a record of an evening's talk. We could almost believe now and again as 
we look at pictures which we have known always that mysterious things have happened to 
them since we saw them first - that new expressions have come into them. Was Turner's 
"Evening Star", for instance, as brightly scintillating as now when the painter first moved 
away from his canvas, or has the silver ocean, travelling out of space, come into the picture 
since it was first painted? It is not so with some lives we have loved and admired. The light 
seems to come into them. 

Many of us may have this impression looking at Watts's fine portrait of Mrs. Nassau Senior, 
so familiar to the two interlocutors quoted above. It was once a beautiful picture and a most 
charming likeness, but now it seems something more. The painter had the spirit of divination, 
and it was as if he foresaw and remembered, too, while he stood painting at his easel. In this 
particular picture he has not only given us an actual portrait, but he has painted an abiding 
presence, the history of a life. The lady kneels to reach the flowers; her absorbed and careful 
looks are fixed upon the lilies which she is watering; one fair hand rests upon the marble 
table, the other with rosy-tipped fingers holds up the glass bowl brimming with water. Her 
violet dress - how well it always became her - hangs in straight folds from her waist; her 
beautiful flood of yellow hair flows in ripples. Everything in the painting is warm in tone; it is 
all simple, yet gorgeous; so is the ancient Indian shawl of orange and blue and scarlet, so is 


623 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/MABYS . 
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the big chair which is covered with Turkey twill; the green walls are only papered with 
ordinary hangings; but the various colours vibrate round the sweet head, which is bending 
with exquisite concern and intentness, and which is the soul of it all. A tray of hothouse 
flowers stands waiting on the floor. There are sprays of azalea and crown-imperials, and 
geraniums and maiden-hair ferns; but the lady has left them to water the growing lilies, and 
the feeling of peaceful ministry and the warmth of generous existence, all are somehow told 
in the picture, as it was in the life itself, which ended so long ago, which is so beneficent still. 

Watts himself has written of this picture, of the intention he had when he created it, making 
her, as he says, "water a flowering root with so much solicitude"; and he goes on to dwell 
upon "the aspirations and affections which are sometimes with difficulty kept alive in the 
crush of artificial society. I love", he writes in a letter to her, "to think of you cultivating these 
rare roots. . .. No, not rare; by God's dear grace not rare; In many a lonely homestead 
blooming strong." 

As I quote from Watts's letter I cannot help also remembering a saying of Ruskin, in which he, 
too, dwells on a woman's vocation. "A true lady," Ruskin says, "should be a princess, a 
washerwoman - yes, a washerwoman, to wash with water, to cleanse, to purify wherever she 
goes, to set disordered things in orderly array,... This is a woman's mission." 

Some of us may still remember Elm House, where the Seniors lived at Wandsworth, and the 
long, low drawing-room, with its big bow-window opening to a garden full of gay parterres, 
where lawns ran to the distant boundary, while beyond again lay a far-away horizon. It was 
not the sea that one saw spreading before one's eyes, but the vast plateau of London, with 
its drifting vapours and its ripple of housetops flowing to meet the sky-line. The room itself 
was pleasant, sunny, and well-worn. There were old rugs spread on the stained floors (they 
were not as yet in fashion as they are now); many pictures were hanging on the walls; a 
varied gallery, good and indifferent; among the good were one or two of Watts's finest 
portraits, and I can also remember a Madonna's head with a heavy blue veil, and in 
juxtaposition a Pompeian sort of ballet girl, almost springing from the frame; and then, 
besides the pictures, there was a sense of music in the air, and of flowers, and of more 
flowers. The long piano was piled with music-books. Mrs. Nassau Senior, the mistress of the 
house, used to play her own chords and accompany herself as she poured out her full heart in 
strains beautiful and measured rather than profuse. 

Garcia had been Mrs. Senior's singing master, and he would sometimes be present among 
the rest. I heard him speaking of her with affectionate admiration when he was a hundred 
years old, in his honourable age. How clear was her voice, how it rang and vibrated! For 
those who loved to listen to it, her "Vado ben spesso " rings on still. The true notes flowed; 
she did not seem to make any effort. She would cease singing to make some old friend 
welcome, and take to her music again as a matter of course. There was no solemnity in her 
performance, and yet I have heard Mrs. Sartoris say that it was because of the unremitting 
work of years, and because of Mrs. Senior's devotion to her art with absolute and 
conscientious determination, that she could use her voice as she did with tender and brilliant 
ease. It was a good sword indeed to defend the right. I heard a pretty story of a room full of 
Whitechapel boys and girls in revolt, and suddenly, when the clamour was at its height, she 
stood up quietly and began to sing, and the storm stopped and the room became silent and 
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attentive. Sir Theodore Martin told me that he had only met Mrs. Senior once, one day when 
she was singing an Irish ballad to George Eliot at North Bank, "Far from the land where her 
young hero sleeps," which was written of Emmet. Sir Theodore said that forty years after he 
"could hear the notes still quite plainly." Some voices have this peculiar quality of vibrating 
on and on. 

Stately and charming people used to assemble at Elm Flouse. It is an old saying that people of 
a certain stamp attract each other. It was a really remarkable assemblage of accomplished 
and beautiful women who were in the habit of coming there, that home so bare, so simple, 
and yet so luxurious. It was like a foreign colony. The old roof held father, mother, son, the 
two widowed grandmothers - each in her own rooms, with her own attendant and the 
consequent vibrations. There was a younger brother also, with his flock of motherless 
children. The servants were like friends, not servants. 

There is a letter with a date to it, February 1874, written by Mrs. Senior from a little cottage 
in the Isle of Wight which Mrs. Cameron had lately altered and devised, and which has 
belonged to the writer at intervals for years. That one winter Mrs. Senior went there to stay 
in it. Flerson has let me see the letter, which begins with a motherly blessing, then continues: 

"My dear, this is the Porch, the gate of Heaven. There is a sense of repose that I think one 
must feel just after death before beginning the new life. It is inconceivable how I enjoy it. I do 
nothing for hours together. The sitting-room opens into a tiny conservatory, and through the 
open window one hears the enchanted moan of the sea and the song of the birds. We are a 
long way from the sea, but I hear it; I wake at six and hear the earliest pipe of half-awakened 
birds, and I go to sleep with the sea in my ears and a lovely star looking in at my window.... 
We are to lunch at the Prinseps' to-morrow, as I want to see Watts. Fie is going to London to 
paint portraits. FUs house is perfectly charming. I am dying to build a house. It has rained all 
this morning, and we could not go to church; now it seems clearing, and the sun thinks of 
shining ... a constant thanks-giving and prayer goes up from my heart as I rest and am 
thankful." 

What a grace is rest to those who work without ceasing!' 

Elm House, Lavender Hill, was demolished to make way for Battersea Town Hall, now the 
Battersea Arts Centre. 



The view from Lavender Hill in 1848, looking north across Battersea Fields towards the River 
Thames. The Royal Hospital, Chelsea is just to the right of the prominent group of tress 
about one quarter of the picture in from the left. Westminster Abbey can be seen to the 
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right of the Battersea Pumping Station. Thirty years later this landscape was mostly built up. 
In those days it was a rural area of market gardens (famed for asparagus) with a few villas. 


Elm House, Battersea 1885 

(just west of Eland Rd, now the Battersea Arts Centre) 




An 1885 map showing Elm House in relation to Lavender Hill, Clapham Junction and Eland 
Road. The Battersea Town Hall, now the Battersea Arts Centre, was built on the site in 1893. 
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Jeanie Deans, 624 the heroine of Sir Walter Scott's finest and most popular novel. The Heart of 
Mid-Lothian (1818). Jane Elizabeth Hughes (1828-1877) was nicknamed 'Jeanie' after Jeanie 
Deans and the heroic perseverance of the heroine in a moral cause was undoubtedly a prime 
motivating factor in her life. Jane's grandmother, Mary Anne Watts (1770-1853), was a close 
friend of Sir Walter Scott and was the author of Letters and Recollections of Sir Walter Scott 


624 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jeanie Deans . 
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(Hutchinson, Horace G. (ed.); London; Smith Elder; 1904). My mother's father, Walter 
Nassau Senior (1850-1933) was also named after Sir Walter Scott, as was Jane's brother 
Walter Scott Hughes (1826-1846). Interestingly, Jeanie Deans was pursued by a prospective 
lover called the Laird of Dumbiedikes. At one point their conversation goes as follows: 

" But , Laird," said Jeanie, who felt the necessity of being explicit with so extraordinary a lover, 
"/ like another man better than you, and I canna marry ye." 

"Another man better than me, Jeanie!" said Dumbiedikes; "how is that possible? It's no 
possible, woman - ye hae ken'd me sae lang." 

"Ay but, Laird," said Jeanie, with persevering simplicity, "I hae ken'd him longer." 

"Longer! It's no possible!" exclaimed the poor Laird. "It canna be; ye were born on the land. O 
Jeanie woman, ye haena lookit - ye haena seen the half o' the gear." He drew out another 
drawer - "A 1 gowd, Jeanie, and there's bands for siller lent - And the rental book, Jeanie - 
clear three hunder sterling - deil a wadset, heritable band, or burden - Ye haena lookit at 
them, woman - And then my mother's wardrobe, and my grandmother's forby - silk gowns 
wad stand on their ends, their pearline-lace as fine as spiders' webs, and rings and ear-rings 
to the boot of a' that - they are a' in the chamber of deas - Oh, Jeanie, gang up the stair and 
look at them!" 

But Jeanie held fast her integrity, though beset with temptations, which perhaps the Laird of 
Dumbiedikes did not greatly err in supposing were those most affecting to her sex. 

"It canna be, Laird - / have said it - and I canna break my word till him, if ye wad gie me the 
haill barony of Dalkeith, and Lugton into the bargain." 

Interestingly, I ended up owning part of the old Barony (Regality) of Dalkeith; the Barony 
(and Regality) of Mordington. 
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Arms 



MARGABEX E. HUGHES. 

DOSJJJKCTOX 1’K'OST. CO. BERKS- 


Arms (from Burke's General Armory under 'Hughes of Donnington Priory'): Quarterly, 1st and 
4th, sable a fess cotised between three lions' heads erased argent (HUGHES ex-WOOD); 2nd, 
azure three arrows points downwards or, on a chief of the second three Moors' heads 
couped sidefaced sable (WATTS); 3rd, argent, a chevron ermines between three unicorns' 
heads capped sable (HEAD). 

Crest: On a wreath of the colours, a lion's head proper, crowned or. 

Motto: 'Y Gwir Yn Erbyn Y Byd' ('The truth against the world'), supposed to have been the 
war-cry of Boudica. 

Author's note: 

1st and 4th quarters: These arms are remarkably similar to the arms of Wood of Essex given 
in Burke's General Armory as 'Argent, afesse gules within two barrulets azure between three 
lions' heads erased sable', but have clearly been reversed. These arms seem to have been 
assumed by the children or later descendants of Mwyndeg Hughes (d. 1712) and Elizabeth 
Wood, sister and co-heir of Thomas Wood of Hillingdon (see above). It was the practice in 
Wales to adopt the arms of heiresses. It is possible that the black and white colour scheme 
was derived from the arms commonly associated with the Hughes name in Wales (though 
the undifferenced arms apparently belong to Hughes of Gwerclas, 625 claimants to the throne 
of Powys), namely 'Argent a lion rampant sable', being the arms of Owain Brogyntyn, 626 son 


625 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hughes of Gwerclas . 

626 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Owain Brogyntyn . 
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of Madog ap Maredudd (d. 1160), Prince of Powys, ancestor of the Hughes of Pant Gwyn in 
the female line, as described above. 


it it 

The arms of Wood of Essex per The arms of Hughes. 

Burke's General Armory. 

2nd quarter: This shows the arms of Watts of Cotlington (as per the Visitation of Somerset, 
1623) or Watts of Hanslope Park, Bucks, (Burke's General Armory). Presumably Mary Anne 
Watts (1770-1853), mother of John Hughes (1790-1857), was descended from one of these 
families. 




The arms of Watts. 

3rd quarter: This shows the arms of Head (see Burke's General Armory under 'Head (co. 
Berks and London)'). As explained in Burke's Genealogical and Heraldic Dictionary of the 
Landed Gentry of Great Britain and Ireland, 1847 (Vol. I, p. 6 1 2 627 ), Mrs. Watts, the maternal 
grandmother of Mary Anne Watts (1770-1853), was the heiress of Richard Head (of 
Newbury, Berks, it appears). 


627 http://www.peerage.org/genealogy/hughes burkes.jpg . 
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The arms of Head. 



Hughes (ex-Wood) quartered with Watts and Head. 

The crest is not that either of Wood (none given in Burke's General Armory), Watts (a 
greyhound) or Head (a unicorn's head) and was presumably assumed. It might be based on 
Hughes of Gwerclas which consists of a demi-lion issuing out of a crown or (again the Hughes 
lion theme). 

On the basis of the male-line descent from Madoc Dhu (d. before 22 Apr 1301), Lord of 
Copa'r Goleuni (Gop Hill, Trelawnyd), as described above, the Hughes family should use his 
arms, namely, paly of six, argent and sable, as illustrated, with suitable differences, 
quartered with the arms of Wood, Watts and Head as appropriate. But the arms of Madoc 
Dhu are so well-known and of such an obvious heraldic status that they should not, in the 
author's opinion, be quartered with any other arms, although in Wales it was the practice to 
quarter the arms of any famous house (particularly princely houses) from which an armiger 
could trace descent; this was often done even where there was no descent from an heraldic 
heiress of that house, which meant that there was, under English heraldic practice, no right 
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to bear the arms (Hughes of Gwerclas is a good example of this). So, in Wales, quartering the 
arms of a Welsh prince meant 7 am descended from x prince', not 7 am descended from an 
heraldic heiress ofx prince'. 



Arms of Madoc Dhu. 



A suggestion for the arms of Hughes. 
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i-James Milne of Kebbaty (b. 6 Jan 1809 d. 11 Feb 1875) 

|- Dt. Robeit Milne of Kebbaty House, Midmar (b. 26 Jul 1849 d. Nov 1922) 

1 - Elspet Gordon (d. 3 Apr 1879) 

Dr. George Gordon Milne (b. 31 Jan 1894 d. Apr 1942) 

i-Alexander Thomson of Inverurie (d. 6 Apr 1892 (Aged 86)) 

I- Mary Stuart Thomson (b. 5 Jan 1854 d. Jan 1925) 

1 - Margaret Thomson (d. 14 Jan 1901 (Aged 80 in 1891)) 


— Denys Gordon Milne CBE (b. 12 Jan 1926 d. 9 Feb 2000) 

i-Alexander Campbell (b. 1829730 d. 11 Aug 1897) 

I- Hugh Ross Campbell (b. 3 May 1868) 

1 - Christina Ross (b. 19 Apr 1828 d. 2 Oct 1910) 

- M argaret N ightingale Campbell (b. 19 M ar 1900 d. 18 D ec 1983) 

i- Robert Nightingale of Ecclefechan (b. 1827 d. 17 Nov 1877) 

I- Margaret Gilchrist Nightingale (b. 22 May 1871 d. 26 Dec 1956) 

1 - Margaret McArthur (b. 183578 d. 8 Jan 1918) 

Graham Nassau Gordon Senior-Milne, Baron of Mordington (b. 29 Sep 1955) 

i- Nassau John Senior (b. 2 Feb 1822 d. 29 Aug 1891) 

I-Walter Nassau Senior (b. 16 Mar 1850 d. 20 Oct 1933) 

1 -Jane Elizabeth 'Jeanie'Hughes (b. 10 Dec 1828 d. 24 Mar 1877) 

- Oliver Nassau Senior (b. 28 Nov 1901 d. 30 Jun 1992) 

i- Hugh Hammersley (d. 28 Sep 1882) 

' - Mabel Barbara Hammersley (b. 23 Janl864 d. 19 Mar 1943) 

1 - Dulcibella Eden (d. 1903) 


- Pamela Mary Senior (b. 25 Aug 1928) 


i- Rev. Robert Gardner Smith (b. 1840 d. 1929) 

I- Herbert Heaton Gardner-Smith (b. 1869 d. 1922) 

1 - Elizabeth Bond Evans 

Dorothy Gardner-Smith (b. 31 May 1904 d. 27 Dec 1987) 

i- Daniel Pierce 

I-Annie Elizabeth Pierce (b. 1874 d. 1918) 

1 - Mary Norman 
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Descent of Pamela Mary Senior (b. 23 Aug 1928) from Edward III, 32nd King of England (b. 1312 d. 1377) 


Edward III, 32nd King of England (b. 1312 d. 1377) = 
Lionel of Antwerp- Duke of Clarence (b. 1338 d. 1368) = 

Edmund Mortimer, Earl of March (b. 1 Feb 1352 d. 27 Dec1381) = 

Sir Henry Percy 'Hotspur (b. 20 May 1364 d. 23 Jul 1403) = 

Henry Percy, 2nd Earl of Northumberland (b. 3 Feb 1393 d. 23 = 

May 1455) ' 

Henry Percy, 3rd Earl of Northumberland (b. 25 Jul 1421 d. 29 = 

Mar 1461) ' 

Henry Percy, 4th Earl of Northumberland (d. 28 Apr 1489) 

Henry Percy, 5th Earl of Northurrtrerland (b. 13 Jan 1477/8 d. 19 

May 1527) 

Henry Clifford, Earl ofCumberland (b. 1493d. 1542) 
John Le Scrope, 8th Baron Scrape of Bolton (d. 22 Jun 
SirJohn Constable of Kirby KnovJe (b. 1527 d. 
SirHenry Constable of Burton Constable (b. 1557 d. 

Thomas Fairfax, Viscount Fairfax(b. 1574d. 
SirThomasLaton ofLaton andSaxehowe (b. 1587 d. 

J ohn E den ofWindlestone and West Auckland (b. 1616 d. 

Sir Robert Eden (b. 1644 d. 17 May 
SirJohn Eden (b. About 1680 d. 2 May 
SirRobert Eden (b. About 1718 d. 25 Jun 
Thomas E den (b. 1734 d. 1 May 
Arthur Eden (b. 9 Aug 1793 d. 

Hugh Hammersley (d. 28 Sep 
Walter Nassau Senior(b. 1850 d. 

Oliver Nassau Seniorfb. 


Philippa ofHainault (b. 1314d. 1369) 

Elizabeth de Burgh, Countess of Ulster (b. 6 Jul 1332 d. 1363) 

Philippa Plantagenet, Countess of Ulster (b. 16 Aug 1355 d. 
About 7 Jan 1378) 

Elizabeth Mortimer(b. 12 Feb 1371 d. 20 Apr 1417) 

Eleanor Nevill (d. 1463) 

Eleanor Poynings (b. About 1422 d. About Feb 1483) 

Maud Herbert 

Catherine Spencer (d. Oct 1542) 

Margaret Percy 
Catherine Clifford (d. 1598) 

Margaret Scrope 

Margaret Dormer 

Catherine Constable (b. 1579 d. 1626) 

Mary Fairfax (d. 1636) 

Catheri ne Laton (b. 1618 d. About 1686) 

Margaret Lambton (b. 1651 d. 22 Jul 1730) 

Catherine Shalto (d. 2 Jul 1730) 

MaryDavison ofBeamish (d. 30 Jan 1794) 

Mariana Jones (b. About 1750) 

Frances Buncombe-Poulett-Thomson (d. 25 Mar1877) 
Dulcibetla E den (d. 1903) 

Mabel Barbara Hammersley (b. 1864 d. 1943) 

Dorothy Gardner Smith (b. 31 May 1904) 


1549) = 

1579) = 

1607) = 

1636) = 

1651) = 

1675) = 

1720) = 

1728) = 

1755) = 

1805) = 

1874) = 

1882) = 

1933) = 

1901) = 

Pamela Mary Senior (b. 23 Aug 1928) 



Boudica, Queen of the Iceni. 'Y Gwir Yn Erbyn Y Byd' ('The truth against the world') 
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My great-grandfather. Dr. Robert Milne (1849-1922), Author. 20 

Chief Medical Officer for Barnardo's (1880-1919), 
attending patients in Her Majesty's Hospital for Sick 
Children, Stepney (opened 1888). 

2nd Lt. (later Lt.) George Gordon Milne (alias Leonard Author. 20 

Henry Dardier - he enlisted under a false name), 58th 
Battalion, Australian Imperial Force, sitting bottom-left. 

George Gordon Milne (left) and Santiago Cabrera (right) Author plus public 25 

as Aramis in 'The Musketeers' (BBC 2014). domain. 

Westbury - My parent's home from 1966 (when I was Author. 27 

11) to 2000 (when I was 45) in Old Lane, St, John's, 

Crowborough, East Sussex. 

My father's Lagonda next to his Porsche 911 in the Author. 28 

drive at Westbury. 

My parents (Denys Gordon Milne and Pamela Mary Author. 28 

Milne) outside Buckingham Palace when my father was 
awarded the CBE in 1982. 

My father's yacht. Soporific, in Kouloura Bay, Corfu, in Author. 29 

the mid-1980s. 

A Trintella 38 saloon. Public domain. 29 

Soporific in Greece somewhere I guess. Author. 30 

Soporific from the masthead. Author. 30 

My mother, Pamela Mary Milne, nee Senior. Author. 31 

My grandfather, Oliver Nassau Senior (1901-1992). Author. 31 

The Palace of Correio-Mor, Loures, nr. Lisbon, Portugal. Public domain. 34 

Hornby Castle, Bedale, Yorkshire, of which only the Public domain. 35 

main front remains today. 

My grandfather's aunt, Margaret Osborne (1861-1903), Author 36 

nee Hammersley, Princess of the Holy Roman Empire. 

'Aunt Dorothy' Author. 37 

’Mrs. Hugh Hammersley 1 (nee Mary Frances Grant, Public domain. 38 

1863-1911), my grandfather's aunt, painted in 1892 by 
John Singer Sargent. 
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'Violet Hammersley'. Mrs. Arthur Hammersley (Violet 
Mary Williams-Freeman 1877-1962), my grandfather's 
aunt, painted in 1907 by Philip Wilson Steer (1860- 
1942), oil on canvas 214.0 x 153.7cm, Art Gallery of 

New South Wales, Sydney, Australia. 

Public domain. 

39 

Fawley Court, Fawley, Buckinghamshire, from the 
Thames. 

Public domain. 

40 

The 8 th Duchess of Marlborough, Lilian ('Lily') Spencer- 
Churchill, nee Price, (1854-1909), Winston Churchill's 
aunt by marriage. 

Public domain. 

41 

Norman Court, West Tytherley, Hampshire. 

Public domain. 

42 

6 Queen Street, London. 

Public domain. 

44 

Sarah ('Louisa') Fairbrother (1816-1890). 

Private ownership. 

45 

Order of succession to the throne. 

Public domain. 

47 

Warren House, Kingston-upon-Thames. Home of Rosa 
Baring's uncle, Hugh Hammersley. 

Public domain. 

49 

Outline map of Richmond Park, Kingston-upon-Thames, 
London. 

Public domain. 

50 

White Lodge, Richmond Park. 

Public domain. 

51 

Prince Adolphus in 1884. 

Public domain. 

52 

'Well known in Society: Miss Vera Arkwright.' ('The 
Sketch', 24/3/1909). 

Public domain. 

53 

Vera Arkwright in her nurse's uniform - 'perfectly 
beautiful, full of sympathy and sweetness'. 

Public domain. 

54 

32 Via Barnaba Oriani, Rome (Google map ref: 
41.928115, 12.485442). 

Public domain. 

56 

Rosa Baring's grandson. General Sir Robert George 

Victor ('Victor') FitzGeorge-Balfour (1913-1994), who 
commanded the Brigade of Guards from 1958-1960. 

Public domain. 

61 

Vera's daughter, Bridget Bate Tichenor (1917-1990). A 
Vogue cover from August 1945. 

Public domain. 

62 

A Vogue cover from August 1945. 

Public domain. 

62 

The school 1 st XI football team in 1967. 

Author. 

64 

Epsom College in 1959. 

Illustrated London 

News. 

66 

Y076 taken at CTCRM, Lympstone, nr. Exeter, Devon. 

Author. 

68 

My father and 1 (looking like a grumpy French onion- 
seller) and a friend (Francesca Welbore Ker) at 

Westbury in about 1978/9 or thereabouts. 

Author 

69 

The author, Graham Senior-Milne, on the left, with his 
brother, Alan, on the right, looking like a moody pop 
star (him, not me). 

Author 

70 

Withyham Church and Vicarage, Withyham, Sussex. 

Author. 

72 

113 Gowan Avenue, London SW6. The kitchen. 

Author. 

74 
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113 Gowan Avenue, London SW6. The drawing room 
from the dining room. Straight from The Official Sloane 
Ranger Handbook. 

Author. 

74 

Sanson Seal, Berwick-upon-Tweed, Northumberland. 

Author. 

76 

View from the front door of Sanson Seal looking south 
towards the Cheviots. 

Author. 

76 

Sunday lunch at Sanson Seal in about 1986. 

Author. 

77 

My father and 1 at my brother's wedding in 1990. 

Author. 

82 

Me at a friend's wedding in Cambridge. 

Author. 

82 

The Dovecote, Lowick. The drawing room from estate 
agent's particulars. 

Author. 

83 

The Dovecote, Lowick. View looking south towards the 
Cheviots. 

Author. 

83 

The Dovecote, Lowick. The kitchen/family room. 

Author. 

83 

Edrington House in 2000. 

Author. 

84 

Edrington House in 2000, with Oggie (left) and Pickles 
(right), who 1 think was 34 at the time. 

Author. 

84 

Edrington House. The drawing room. 

Author. 

85 

Edrington House. The drawing room. 

Author. 

85 

Edrington House. Aerial view. 

Author. 

86 

Edrington House. The hall. 

Author. 

86 

Me in front of Edrington House (2004) by Margaret 
Peach of Kelso. 

Author. 

87 

Jamie, Hugh and Georgie at Sanson Seal, about 1994/5. 

Author. 

89 

Castle Street, Norham, in 2004. 

Author. 

89 

Annabel. An oil portrait done in 2019. 

Author. 

90 

Jamie and Hugh. A more recent photo, taken around 
2010 1 guess. 

Author. 

91 

My mother, Pam. 

Author. 

91 

Georgie. 

Author. 

92 

Goswick Beach. 

Author. 

92 

Their Majesties King Graham and Queen Annabel. 

Author. 

93 

The official observations page of my passport. 

Author. 

93 

My grant of arms of 2007 confirming that 1 am the 

Baron of Mordington. 

Author. 

97 

Lord Bankton, An Institute of the Laws of Scotland, II, III, 
para. 83, confirming that a regality is a 'royal dignity' 
which makes the holder a king. 

Author. 

97 

Edinburgh University's Atlas of Scottish History to 1707 
(map on p. 207, 'Regalities, earldoms and Lordships in 
early 15 th -century Scotland'; that is, in 1405). 

Author. 

98 

Jamie and Rozie's wedding in Ireland in 2013. 

Author. 

99 

Another one of the same occasion. 

Author. 

99 

Part of an order of HHJ Walton dated 12/11/2010 
(Newcastle County Court). 

Author 

134 
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Letter to the author dated 6/2/2019 from the Queen's 
Assistant Private Secretary. 

Author. 

219 

Statue of Don Alonso Perez de Guzman ('El Bueno') 
(1256-1309) inTarifa. 

Public domain. 

253 

The tomb of Maria Alfonso Coronel in the Monastery of 
San Isidoro del Campo, Santiponce, Seville, with the 
Coronel coat of arms above (five eagles displayed or) 
and the flaming brands. 

Public domain. 

254 

The uncorrupted body of Maria Fernandez Coronel 
(1334-1409), de jure Princess of Castile and Princess of 
Atlantis, in the Convent of St. Agnes (St. Ines), Seville. 

Public domain. 

255 

Pedigree chart of the Coronel family. 

Author. 

257 

Statue of Juan Bravo (x. 1521) in Segovia. 

Public domain. 

258 

The Tower of the Captive at the Alhambra, where Isabel 
de Solis was held before she became Queen of 

Granada. 

Public domain. 

259 

Maria Coronel y Arana (1602-1665), Abbess of Agreda, 
Spain, better-known by her religious name, the 
Venerable Maria de Jesus de Agreda, aged 20. 

Museum of the 
Viceroyalty of New 
Spain, Tepotzotlan, 
Mexico. 

260 

Maria de Agreda at a Mass in San Angelo, Texas, in 
about 2010 or 20111 think, with Michael David Pfeifer, 
Bishop of San Angelo. 

Private ownership. 

261 

Maria de Jesus de Agreda (Maria Coronel y Arana) 
converting the Indians of Texas/New Mexico. 

Public domain. 

265 

La Sehorita Azul. 

Public domain. 

271 

A Papago cemetery on the Tohono O'odham 

Reservation - almost every cross is blue. 

Public domain. 

271 

The Lady in Blue by Javier Sierra. 

Javier Sierra. 

275 

The Templar Church of the Vera Cruz (The True Cross) 
with the Alcazar (Castle) of Segovia in the background. 

Public domain. 

276 

Sarcophagus containing the uncorrupted body of Maria 
de Jesus de Agreda, The Convent of the Order of the 
Immaculate Conception, Agreda, Spain. 

Public domain 

280 

A statue of Maria de Agreda by Vic Payne at San 

Angelo, Texas, erected in 2018. 

Private ownership. 

281 

Jumano Indians at the 2018 unveiling ceremony in San 
Angelo, Texas. 

Private ownership. 

282 

The procession at the 2018 unveiling ceremony in San 
Angelo, Texas. 

Private ownership. 

282 

Scene from The Lady in Blue musical, performed on 
18/5/2018 at the Murphey Performance Hall, San 

Angelo, Texas. 

Private ownership. 

283 

A memorial stone next to the Concho River, San 

Angelo, Texas, commemorating a service held in 2007 

Public domain. 

283 
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by Bishop Michael Pfeifer OMI, Bishop of San Angelo, in 
memory of 'The Lady in Blue'. 

The Tree of Jesse (Getty MS; Ludwig IX; 18 f65; 1510- Getty Museum. 284 

20 ). 

Tell the Truth & Shame the Devil by Gerard Menuhin. Gerard Menuhin. 293 

Image of Hebrew words. Author. 305 

Dunce. Public domain. 318 

Image of Glycosylase. Evolution Xpert. 323 

The #1 enemy of the theory of evolution is MATH. Evolution Xpert. 324 

Never look down on someone unless you are helping Public domain. 334 

them up. 

'A swan bearing a Tudor rose'. Author. 343 

The Undaunted Heart-Jane Elizabeth ('Jeanie') Senior Author. 344 

(1828-1877), nee Hughes, one of the co-founders of the 
British Red Cross. 

Bohun swans collared and chained with necks entwined Public domain. 344 


at feet of an effigy of Margaret de Bohun (1311-1391), 
daughter of Humphrey de Bohun, 4th Earl of Hereford 
(1276-1322) and wife of Hugh de Courtenay, 2nd Earl of 
Devon (1303-1377). On her tomb in the South Transept, 
Exeter Cathedral. 


The Dunstable Swan Jewel; c. 1400; British Museum. British Museum. 345 

Image of swan. Public domain 346 

A Tudor rose. Author. 347 

Sir Tom Jones, Welsh heart-throb. Public domain. 360 

Thomas Salusbury (1564-1586). Private ownership. 360 

Portrait of Thomas Salusbury (left) merging into the Author. 361 

Chandos portrait of William Shakespeare (right). 

Detail (mouth) of portrait of Thomas Salusbury and the Author 362 

Chandos portrait. 

The Cobbe portrait on the left. Sir Thomas Overbury on Public domain. 363 

the right. 

The Chandos portrait on the left merging into the Author. 364 

Droeshout engraving on the right. 

Together for all time. The surnames Shakespeare and Public domain 365 


Salisburye (Salusbury was often spelt with an 7 or an 
'e' in place of the 'u'). A list of Stratford-upon-Avon 
bailiffs in the town hall. 


Phoenix 

Public domain 

366 

Portrait of an Unknown Woman attributed to the 

Royal Collection. 

367 

Flemish artist, Marcus Gheeraerts the Younger (1561- 



1635) 



Shakespeare's known signatures on the right. 

Public domain. 

375 


compared to a sample of other contemporary 
signatures on the left. 
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Shakespeare's funerary monument in Holy Trinity, 
Stratford-upon-Avon. 

Public domain. 

381 

Left - A Shakespearean duck, probably royal. Right - A 
Welsh dragon duck. 

Public domain. 

387 

Aphrodite being drawn by her doves. 

Public domain. 

409 

European Turtle Dove, Paphos, 10/10/2017. 

Cyprus Birding Tours. 

409 

Diagram of Bottrill's theory 

Author. 

413 

The poem by Hugh Holland in the First Folio. 

Public domain. 

414 

Shakespeare's will - 'to my Neece Elizabeth Hall'. 

Public domain. 

416 

Shakespeare's grave in Stratford-upon-Avon. 

Public domain. 

418 

Sir John Salusbury ('John of the Thumbs') slaying 'Y 

Bych', the Denbigh dragon. 

Public domain. 

420 

The tomb of Sir John Salusbury of Lleweni (d. 1578), 'Sir 
John of the Thumbs', and his wife, Jane Myddelton, in 

St. Marcella's Church, Whitchurch Road, Denbigh LL16 
4ER. 

Public domain. 

421 

Preface to the Sonnets. 

Public domain. 

423 

The Turtle Dove by Sophie Anderson (1823-1903). 

Public domain. 

426 

Thomas Salusbury (1564-1586). 

Private ownership. 

426 

Thomas Salusbury and Oliver Reed. 

Author 

428 

Thomas Salusbury and Sir Tom Jones. 

Author. 

428 

The Salusbury coat of arms as depicted in St. Marcella's 
Church, Denbigh, the family mausoleum. 

Public domain. 

429 

Hester Lynch Salusbury (Hester Thrale) by Sir Joshua 
Reynolds (1781). 

Public domain. 

434 

Lleweni Hall in 1789 from Angus' s Seats. 

Public domain. 

435 

Lleweni Hall in 1792 from Hoare's Welsh Views. 

Public domain. 

436 

Lleweni Hall today, which looks like the remaining part 
of the original hall. The River Clwyd in the foreground. 

Author. 

437 

A 'boar passant' in the grounds of the Chateau of 
Rosanbo, Lanvellec, Brittany. 

Public domain. 

438 

Chateau of Rosanbo, Lanvellec, Brittany. 

Public domain. 

439 

The Chateau de Bienassis, Erquy, Brittany. 

Public domain. 

440 

The Arundel MS 66 f201r (1490). 

British Library 

441 

Katheryn Tudor of Berain (1534-1591), known as 'Mam 
Gwalia' or 'Mam Cymru' (’The Mother of Wales') by 

Lucas de Heere or, as is now thought, Adriaen van 
Cronenburgh (1568). 

Public domain. 

445 

Berain today. 

Public domain. 

446 

Berain, the old hall as it used to be. 

Lowe, W. Bezant. 

446 

Portraits of the executed traitors from A proper new 
Ballad, breefely declaring the Death and Execution of 14 
most wicked Traitors, who suffered death in Lincolnes 
Inne feelde neere London: the 20 and 21. of September. 
1586. 

Public domain. 

453 

The title page of Locrine (1595). 

Public domain. 

455 
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Phoenix arising. 

Private ownership. 

460 

A phoenix embroidered by Mary, Queen of Scots, 
during her imprisonment in England, which is part of 
the 'Marian Hanging' now on display at Oxburgh Hall, 
Norfolk. 

National Trust. 

460 

The Welsh dragon. 

Public domain. 

466 

Map of Watling Street. 

Author. 

469 

A Midsummer Night's Dream. The ass's ears point to 
Chester and its environs. 

Public domain. 

470 

A mystery play being performed in Chester in the 
Elizabethan period. 

Public domain. 

472 

Portrait of Thomas Salusbury (left) merging into the 
Chandos portrait of William Shakespeare (right). 

Author. 

474 

Sir Tom Jones. 

Private ownership. 

475 

Partial screenshot of the facial recognition result from 
betaface. 

Author. 

477 

The Chandos portrait on the left merging into the 
Droeshout engraving on the right. 

Author. 

477 

Detail (mouth) of portrait of Thomas Salusbury and the 
Chandos portrait. 

Author. 

478 

Sir Tom Jones. 

Public domain. 

479 

Phoenix. 

Public domain. 

480 

The cover of Love's Martyr. 

Public domain. 

481 

Moel Arthur 

Public domain 

489 

Arthurian sites near Lleweni Hall (marked). 

Author. 

491 

Arthurian sites around Snowdon. 

Author. 

491 

Y Lliwedd in the top left-of-centre (the peak in dark 
shadow), with Bwlch y Saethau right-of-centre, Llyn 
Llydaw middle-left and Glaslyn bottom-right. 

Public domain. 

492 

Castell Dinas Bran. 

Public domain. 

492 

Castell Dinas Bran (The Grail Castle) by Henry Smyth 
(active C1800-1873), National Library of Wales. 

National Library of 
Wales. 

493 

King Arthur's Round Table at Bryn Rhyd-Yr-Arian. 

Public domain. 

493 

Looking west over the Vale of Clwyd from 

Penycloddiau. 

Public domain. 

494 

Looking back (eastwards) towards the Clwydian Hills 
from Plas Clough. 

Public domain. 

494 

La Mort d'Arthur (The Death of King Arthur) by James 
Archer (1860). 

Public domain. 

499 

Arviragus ('Cadual' i.e. Cadwal') is mentioned in Love's 
Martyr. 

Public domain. 

500 

A Roman in Wales? Cymbeline (Posthumus); J. Coghlan; 
Watercolour (re-tinted); Early 19th century. 

Folger Shakespeare 
Library. 

501 

Stokes, Francis Griffin; Who's Who in Shakespeare: A 
Dictionary of Characters and Proper Names. Entry for 

Fair use. 

503 


Aviragus. 
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Stokes, Francis Griffin; Who's Who in Shakespeare: A 
Dictionary of Characters and Proper Names. Entry for 
Cadwal. 

Fair use. 

503 

Pub sign of 'The Eagle and Child', Church Road, 
Halewood, Liverpool L26 6LB. 

Author. 

506 

An unbreakable cipher system. 

Author. 

508 

Beauclerk, Charles; Shakespeare's Lost Kingdom: The 
True History of Shakespeare and Elizabeth; 
Grove/Atlantic; 2010. 

Charles Beauclerk. 

513 

Hammerschmidt-Hummel, Professor Hildegard; Das 
Geheimnis urn Shakespeares 'Dark Lady 1 . 
Dokumentation einer Enthullung (The secret of 

Professor Hildegard 
Hammerschmidt- 

Hummel. 

514 


Shakespeare's 'Dark Lady': Documentation disclosing a 
mystery); Darmstadt; Wissenschaftliche 
Buchgesellschaft und Primus Verlag; 1999. 

Perdita ('The Lost One'). Public domain. 514 

Shakespeare's The Winter's Tale. Perdita ('The Lost Public domain. 515 

One'), a lost princess born incognito in a prison and 
raised as a shepherdess. An illustration by Arthur 
Rackham. 


The Haunted Gallery, Hampton Court Palace. 

Public domain. 

516 

Portrait of an Unknown Woman, attributed to the 
Flemish artist, Marcus Gheeraerts the Younger (1561- 
1635), Royal Collection, Hampton Court. 

Royal Collection. 

517 

Portrait of an Unknown Woman, attributed to the 
Flemish artist, Marcus Gheeraerts the Younger (1561- 
1635), Royal Collection, Hampton Court. 

Royal Collection. 

519 

An Elizabethan waistcoat in the V&A Collection. 

Museum number: 1359-1900. 

V&A. 

520 

Mary, Queen of Scots, by Francois Clouet (1553). 

Public domain. 

523 

A fade in from the Portrait of an Unknown Woman on 
the left to the 1553 portrait of Mary, Queen of Scots, by 
Francois Clouet on the right. 

Author. 

523 

Portrait of an Unknown Woman (detail). 

Fair use. 

525 

The Death of Actaeon, Titian, 1559-1575, National 
Gallery, London. 

National Gallery, 
London. 

527 

As You Like It, Act II, Scene i -Jaques and the wounded 
stag (1790) by William Hodges (Yale Center for British 
Art, New Haven, Connecticut). 

Yale Center for British 
Art, New Haven, 
Connecticut. 

529 

Ascanius Shooting the Stag of Sylvia, Claude Lorrain, 
1682. 

Public domain. 

530 

Psalm 42 - A hart pants for cooling streams (Whitney, 
Geoffrey; A Choice of Emblemes; London; The 

Huntingdon Library; 1586). 

Public domain. 

532 

Willobie His Aviso. Frontispiece (detail) showing 

Actaeon surprising Diana while she is bathing. She 

Fair use. 

532 
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Title 

appears to be splashing him (presumably to turn him 
into a stag thereby). 


Junius Hadrianus 1 Emblemata (Emblema XLVII) - 'De 

Duol Mi Sruggo, Et Di Fuggir Mi Stanco' ('Tired by flight, 
by anguish I'm hard pressed’). 

Public domain. 

533 

Johannes Sambucus, Emblemata ('Mens immota 
manet' - 'The mind remains unmoved'). 

Public domain. 

534 

St. Eustace, the Roman General Placidus, encounters 
Christ in the form of a weeping stag (note the tear). 

Wall plaque at Tavistock Court, Tavistock Square, 

London. 

Public domain. 

538 

Mural of The Legend of St. Eustace (c.1480), Canterbury 
Cathedral. 

Public domain 

538 

Caesar's stag as an emblem (Paradin, Claude; Devises 
heroiques; 1557). 

Public domain. 

539 

Pansies - a symbol of forbidden love and remembrance. 

Public domain. 

542 

The Chaumet Pansy Tiara. 

Public domain. 

542 

A Crown of Stars - The Madonna of the Magnificat 
(detail), Botticelli, Uffizi, Florence. 

Fair use. 

543 

An illustration from Jean Jacques Boissard's Habitus 
Variorum Orbis Gentium (1581). 

Public domain. 

544 

Portrait of Elizabeth Wriothesley nee Vernon, Countess 
of Southampton, artist unknown, circa 1600. 

Public domain. 

545 

Medal of Mary, Queen of Scots. Illustration from Is This 
a Pregnant Queen Elizabeth? This a Poem by Edward de 
l /ere?: An Elizabethan Mystery Solved. 

Purdy, Gilbert Wesley. 

546 

Roses, lilies and thistles in the design. An illustration 
from Is This a Pregnant Queen Elizabeth? This a Poem 
by Edward de l /ere?: An Elizabethan Mystery Solved. 

Purdy, Gilbert Wesley. 

547 

A modern illustration of various types of thistle. 

Public domain. 

548 

Portrait of an Unknown Woman, attributed to the 
Flemish artist, Marcus Gheeraerts the Younger (1561- 
1635), Royal Collection, Hampton Court (detail - 
phoenix). 

Fair use. 

551 

The phoenix is shown in black. 

Author. 

552 

Portrait of an Unknown Woman, attributed to the 
Flemish artist, Marcus Gheeraerts the Younger (1561- 
1635), Royal Collection, Hampton Court (detail - 
phoenix). 

Fair use. 

553 

A heraldic phoenix. 

Public domain. 

553 

Portrait of an Unknown Woman, attributed to the 
Flemish artist, Marcus Gheeraerts the Younger (1561- 
1635), Royal Collection, Hampton Court (detail - turtle 
dove). 

Fair use. 

554 

A turtle dove. 

Public domain. 

555 

A modern illustration of a turtle dove by Matt Sewell. 

Author. 

555 
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A male red turtle dove (Streptopelia tranquebarica). 

Public domain. 

555 

Coats of arms/heraldic devices displayed in stained 
glass in the small drawing room at Speke Hall (royal 
arms). 

Public domain. 

559 

Coats of arms/heraldic devices displayed in stained 
glass in the small drawing room at Speke Hall (various 
arms). 

Public domain. 

560 

The Great Parlour, Speke Hall, Lancs. 

Public domain. 

561 

The Great Hall, Speke Hall, Lancs. 

Public domain. 

562 

Speke Hall from the garden side. 

Public domain. 

563 

Plan of Speke Hall. 

Public domain. 

563 

Speke Hall. The main entrance. 

Public domain. 

564 

From the park of Speke Hall. Looking over the Mersey 
towards Ellesmere Port and the Clwydian Hills. 

Public domain. 

564 

Portrait of a Lady, Called Elizabeth, Lady Tanfield, 
Unknown artist (possibly Marcus Gheeraerts the 
Younger), 1615, Tate Britain. 

Tate Britain. 

566 

Portrait of an Unknown Woman, attributed to the 
Flemish artist, Marcus Gheeraerts the Younger (1561- 
1635), Royal Collection, Hampton Court. 

Royal Collection. 

566 

Portrait of a Lady, Called Elizabeth, Lady Tanfield, 
Unknown artist (possibly Marcus Gheeraerts the 
Younger), 1615, Tate Britain (sleeve detail). 

Fair use. 

567 

A pelican in her piety, St. Nicholas, Manston, Dorset. 

Public domain. 

568 

Portrait of an Unknown Woman (British School, cl615, 
K2675) at the Bristol Museum & Art Gallery. 

Bristol Museum & Art 
Gallery. 

569 

Portrait of a Lady, Called Elizabeth, Lady Tanfield, 
Unknown artist (possibly Marcus Gheeraerts the 
Younger), 1615, Tate Britain. 

Tate Britain. 

570 

A merge of the faces in the two portraits. 

Public domain. 

570 

St. Winefride's Well. The approach. 

Public domain. 

571 

St. Winefride's Well. 

Public domain. 

571 

St. Winefride's Chapel, apparently built by Margaret 
Beaufort, mother of King Henry VII, though this has 
been questioned. 

Public domain. 

572 

The stained glass window, which includes the arms of 
King Henry VII and the Stanley family, Earls of Derby. 

Public domain. 

572 

'W. H'. Where have 1 seen those initials before? 

Public domain. 

576 

Bachecraig, nr. Denbigh. 

Public domain. 

577 

Gwersyllt Park, Wrexham (Google map ref: 53.084845, - 
3.017379). 

Public domain. 

578 

Hints Hall, Hints, Staffordshire. 

Public domain. 

580 

The History of The Princes, the Lords Marcher and the 
Ancient Nobility of Powys Fadog; Richards; London; 
1882; Vol. Ill; p. 189-190. 

Public domain. 

581 

Knebworth House, Knebworth, Hertfordshire. 

Public domain. 

583 
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Toft Hall, Holmes Chapel Road, nr. Knutsford, Cheshire. 

Public domain. 

584 

Visitation of Cheshire 1580, p. 139 (detail). 

Public domain. 

584 

Norris family tree. 

Public domain. 

585 

Roberts, Tom Lloyd; Bard of Lieweni? Shakespeare's 
Welsh Connection; The New Welsh Review, No. 23 (Vol. 
VI, No. 3); Winter 1993/4; pp. 11-18 (Cover image) 

New Welsh Review. 

588 

Gwyneth Paltrow as 'Viola de Lesseps' in Shakespeare 
in Love and Katheryn of Berain. 

Fair use. 

589 

The Phoenix and the Turtle (YouTube screenshot). 

Public domain. 

590 

The Phoenix and the Turtle (YouTube screenshot). 

Public domain. 

590 

A Roman inn sign from Pompeii. 

Public domain. 

591 

A golden pheasant. 

Public domain. 

591 

A phoenix fighting a dragon. 

Public domain. 

592 

A phoenix fighting a dragon. 

Public domain. 

593 

A phoenix fighting a dragon. 

Public domain. 

594 

The Phoenix and the Turtle. 

Private ownership. 

595 

Mary, Queen of Scots. 

Public domain. 

606 

Song of Songs 1, Marc Chagal (1960). 

Private ownership. 

608 

Various coats of arms. 

Public domain. 

611 

Hohensalzburg Castle from the air. 

Public domain. 

612 

Part of a screenshot of Peter Amundsen's video. 

Cracking The Shakespeare Code: Part Three, showing 
'Accadie' ('Arcadia') in Newfoundland. 

Public domain. 

628 

Ellen Terry as Juliet. 

Public domain. 

629 

Ellen Terry (1847-1928), the leading Shakespearean 
actress of her day. 

Public domain. 

629 

Choosing - Ellen Terry painted by George Frederick 

Watts in about 1864 (detail). 

Fair use. 

629 

Chartley Manor. 

Public domain. 

631 

Bookplate of Margaret Hughes (1797-1887) of 
Donnington Priory, Berks. 

Author. 

632 

Gop Hill or 'The Hill of Light', legendary burial site of 
Boudica (under a cairn called 'The Hill of Arrows' - 
where many ancient arrowheads have been found) and 
spiritual home of the Hughes family, from the south. 

Public domain. 

634 

Memorial stone of Bell Lloyd dated 1589. 

Public domain. 

634 

Ty Newydd, Llansilin. 

Public domain. 

637 

Memorial to Elizabeth Hughes (d. 1756), nee Salusbury, 
in St. Peter's Church, Ruthin. 

Author. 

638 

Thomas Hughes (1756-1833), Canon of St. Paul's 
Cathedral, London. 

Author. 

639 

'Squire Brown, J.P., for the County of Berks' - John 
Hughes (1790-1857), an illustration from Tom Brown's 
School Days. 

Public domain. 

640 

John Hughes as a young man. 

Author. 
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Title Source/owner Page 

'Dear, dear Dormington'- Donnington Priory, nr. Author. 641 

Newbury, Berks, with the River Lambourne. Home of 
the Hughes family from 1833 to 1852. 

George Edward Hughes (1821-1872), with George Author. 641 

Herbert Salusbury Hughes (1853-1926). 

Offley Place, Great Offley, Hertfordshire. Author. 642 

A Mosquito of 23 Squadron over Malta in June 1943. Public domain. 643 

Delightful deb - Pamela Savill in 1960, aged 18. Country Life. 644 

Pilot Officer John Alnod Peter Studd, 66 Squadron RAF, Public domain. 645 

killed in action 19 August 1940, aged 22. 

Wartime RAF poster. Public domain. 645 

Edward Reginald Graham Hughes. Rugby School. 646 

Thomas Hughes (1822-1896). Public domain. 646 

View of the River Dee from Thomas Hughes'house - Public domain. 647 

'Uffington', Dee Hills Park, Chester. 

'Uffington 1 , Dee Hills Park, Chester - Built for Thomas Public domain. 647 

Hughes (1822-1896). 

Mary Hughes (1860-1941), known as 'The Angel of the Public domain. 649 

East End' (Hobhouse, Rosa; Mary Hughes; Rockliff; 

London; 1949; p. 123). 

Sydney Morning Herald, 5 June 1941. Public domain. 649 

Rev. Ernest Courtenay Carter (1858-1912), as a young Public domain. 651 

man. 

Depiction of Rev. Ernest Courtenay Carter and Lilian Public domain. 652 

Carter on the Titanic memorial plaque in St. Mary's, 

Longcot. 


Losing Aaron by Ingrid Blaufarb Hughes (Hamilton Ingrid Blaufarb Hughes. 655 


Stone Editions, 2016). 

Faith and Jim driving'Blitzen'on Naushon. Author. 657 

Naushon Island. Public domain. 657 

Dorothea Hughes (1891-1952). Public domain. 658 

Jane Elizabeth ('Jeanie') Hughes (1828-1877) - Author. 663 

humanitarian 

Mrs. Nassau Senior - Jane Elizabeth ('Jeanie') Senior National Trust. 665 

(1828-1877) painted by George Frederick Watts in 
1857-8 when Jeanie was 30 (National Trust, Wightwick 
Manor, Wolverhampton). 


The Rescue (1855) by John Everett Millais, National 
Gallery of Victoria. 

National Gallery of 
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Public domain. 
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An 1885 map showing Elm House in relation to 
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Jeanie Deans, the heroine of Sir Walter Scott's finest 
and most popular novel. The Heart of Mid-Lothian 
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(1818). 
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Public domain. 
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Time’s glory is to calm contending kings, 

To unmask falsehood and bring truth to light, 

To stamp the seal of time in aged things, 

To wake the morn and sentinel the night, 

To wrong the wronger till he render right, 

To ruinate proud buildings with thy hours, 

And smear'with dust their glittering golden towers; 

The Rape of Lucrece, William Shakespeare. 


This book is actually two books in one; the book proper about William Shakespeare and an 
autobiographical introduction of the same length, which, hopefully, you will find interesting. 

It’s a toss-up as to which is the more unbelievable, but both are true. 

The book: 

~ Decodes the most mysterious and beautiful poem ever written (Shakespeare’s The Phoenix and 
the Turtle). 

~ Decodes the most mysterious painting in the world (Marcus Gheeraerts the Younger’s 
Portrait of an Unknown Woman in the Haunted Gallery, Hampton Court Palace). 

And thereby: 

~ Solves the greatest literary mystery in history - the identity of the real William Shakespeare. 

~ Identifies a portrait of the young William Shakespeare. 

~ Shows that Shakespeare was a Welshman from a family of German origin. 

~ Proves that William Shakespeare married Mary, Queen of Scots. 

~ Proves that they had a child - a daughter. 

~ Identifies two portraits of that daughter, in one of which she is wearing a veiled crown. 

~ Shows why that daughter was the rightful Queen of England and of Scotland. 

~ Identifies her heir today. 

~ Reveals the nature of tme love. 


The autobiogrphical introduction: 


~ Reveals who founded the Illuminati. 

~ Reveals how the Illuminati founded both the Jesuits and the Protestant Calvinist Church. 
~ Proves that a 17th century Spanish nun 'flew' across the Atlantic over 500 times 
(that is, bilocated by means of quantum entanglement). Includes a recent photograph of her. 
~ Identifies the senior branch of the Royal House of Judah (House of David). 

~ Identifies the Royal House of Atlantis and where you can see the body of a 
Princess of Atlantis known as 'The Flower of the Heavens'. 

~ Proves the existence of God and explains why there is suffering in the world. 

~ Reveals how the author bought a kingdom by mistake. 

~ Tells some stories which amuse the author and his Mum (but not necessarily you). 


But apart from that... zilch, zippo, nada, rien de tout, didly squat. 
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